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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir 18 ANTICIPATED that Mr. Justice Kay will return from 
circuit early next week, when there will be a re-transfer to him of 
all his causes from Mr. Justice PEaRson. 





Tue AppEat Court No. 1 in the Royal Courts of Justice is 
now ready for occupation, and the Division of the Court of 
Appeal which previously sat at Westminster will commence to 
sit on Monday next, and will take interlocutory motions. 





THE TRANSFER of causes from Mr. Justice Currry’s list will 
be issued next week. We believe that eighty witness causes will 
be transferred to Mr. Justice Pearson for the purpose of trial or 
hearing only, and that forty non-witness causes will be transferred 
to Vice-Chancellor Bacon. There will also be a transfer of fifteen 
witness causes from Mr. Justice. Fry to Vice-Chancellor Bacon. 





Tue Court or Appear, which was compelled, owing to the 
wintry blasts which prevailed in Appeal Court No, 2, to migrate 
to the more genial atmosphere of the Lord Chief Justice’s Court, 
has now returned to its own quarters. We believe that energetic 
efforts have been made to close all openings in the ceiling 
through which the inhospitable winds found access; and it is 
hoped with some confidence that lengthened investigation has 
enabled the authorities to ascertain which “ tap” turns on hot 
air and which cold. On Thursday last, for the first time, as many 
as ten courts were sitting at once in the Royal Courts of Justice. 
Only four of the nineteen courts in the building are still un- 
finished. 





WE surrosE, now that the Manchester Law Association have 
stated the facts in their report, there can be no impropriety in 
placing formally on record, as matter of history, the origin of the 
Remuneration Order. The scale proposed by the Incorporated 
Law Society, and concurred in by the Associated Provincial Law 
Societies—7.e., the scale which had been prepared and assented to 
by representatives of the whole profession—having been rejected 
by the “ Tribunal,’’ the Committee of the Liverpool and Manchester 
Law Societies set to work and drafted un order of their own, 
which, although dissented from by the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society, was submitted by the President of the Liverpool 
Law Society to the Tribunal, and was accepted, with some modifi- 
cations, by the majority of that body. Our readers will form their 
own opinions as to this little piece of history ; we will content our- 
selves with chronicling it. 





IN THE LEADING coLuMNs of the Times of Tuesday last there 
appeared a sketch of the main provisions of the Bankruptcy Bill 
to be introduced by the President of the Board of Trade in the 
forthcoming session. These are identical with the provisions 
of the Bill of 1881. We understand that Mr. Drxon- 
Harttanp will, immediately after the opening of Parliament, 
re-introduce, with some amendments, the Bill which he introduced 
in the last session of Parliament, and which reached a second 
Yeading. Our readers will remember that this was founded on 


_ the Government Bill of 1851, and followed that Bill in its main 


Provisions, but proposed a number of amendments on points of 


. detail, which we discussed at the time (26 Soxrcrrors’ Journat, 











p- 381). Should the Bill of the Associated Chambers of Com- 
merce also be reintroduced, it is probable that all three will be 
relegated to a Grand Committee in accordance with the new 
Rules of Procedure. It is to be hoped that the Government Bill 
will be introduced without delay, so as to give ample time for the 
discussion of the details of so important a measure. 





Ir WILL BE SEEN from the report which we print elsewhere 
that the Court of Appeal has affirmed the decision of Mr. Justice 
Fry (ante, p. 234), that the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, does not 
apply to bills of sale, the time for registration of which had, 
at the time of commencement of the Act, passed. As we 
remarked many months ago, to abolish vested rights in so casual 
a way would be monstrous, and the court thought that the 
Legislature could never have intended to do so. But the ques- 
tion of the effect of the Act on bills of sale executed between 
October 25 and November 1, 1882, still remains to be solved. 
According to every rule of reason and justice, the new Act ought 
to be held to have no effect until it came into operation, and Lord 
Justice LinpLEY seems to have said that “it was impossible to 
hold that section 8 was retrospective so as to destroy the validity 
of an unregistered bill of sale executed before the Act came into 
operation.” On the other hand, the Master of the Roxis 
appears to have confined his observations to the case before the 
court, and the reasons he gave for his decision are not applicable 
to the case of bills which might have been registered after the 
Act came into operation. 


2 





IN CONNECTION with the career of Mr. Bensamin, Q.C., to 
which attention has been called during the past week upon his 
retirement from practice, not the least remarkable incidents were 
those attending his escape from America after the close of the 
war between the Northern and Southern States. We believe the 
facts were as follows :—After many hairbreadth escapes, he suc- 
ceeded in getting in an old, open boat from Florida to the 
Bahamas, where he landed. He was shipwrecked in going from 
thence to Nassau in a vessel laden with sponge; was picked up 
by a British man-of-war, and at last got to St. Thomas's, but the 
steamer in which he came home caught fire and had to put back. 
On reaching England, in 1865, he entered at Lincoln’s-inn, and 
became a pupil of Mr. C. E. Pottockx, now Baron PoLiock. 
Lincoln’s-inn waived the usual period of studentship, and called 
Mr. BENJAMIN to the bar in 1866. A few years later he was 
created a Palatine “silk”? for Lancashire. It was understood 
that he applied, without success, for a silk gown at the large 
creation of Q.C.’s in January, 1872, but a few months later it 
happened that he had to argue a case of Potter v. Rankin before 
the House of Lords, and it was stated at the time that Lord 
HatHeERtey, then Lord Chancellor, was se impressed with the 
ability cf his argument that he considered it would be unjust to 
withhold from him the rank of leader, and Mr. BEnvyAMIN ac- 
cordingly obtained a patent of precedence. 





WE HAVE repeatedly of late called attention to the evils arising 
from the block in the trial of witness causes in the Chan 
Division, owiug partly to the enormous pressure of interlocutory 
business and partly to the absence on circuit of judges of that 
Division. The deputation from the Manchester and Liverpool 
Law Societies which was to wait on the Lord Chancellor on 
Thursday would probably have a good deal to say on the subject ; 
and in truth the state of matters is well-nigh intolerable. Look 
at the position of a solicitor in charge of a country witness cause 
in the Chancery Division. The cause is in the paper, say for 
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Tuesday, the first of the two or three days in each week devoted 
to witness causes. The witnesses are brought up from Lancashire 
on Monday ; are kept in town over the witness cause days ; there 
is a chance that the cause will not come on that week, or if it 
does, and occupies any length of time, that the hearing will not be 
completed by the end of the witness cause days. Back go the wit- 
nesses to Lancashire to come up again the following week, when, 
not impossibly, the same process may be gone through. Is it not 
astonishing that, amid all the prevalent anxiety about the reform 
of legal procedure, no remedy should have been found for an evil 
of this magnitude? What is the use of the paring down of costs 
which the Rule Committee are supposed to contemplate, while 
enormous expenses, amounting in many cases to a practical denial 
of justice, are occasioned in the way we have described ? Whatever 
may be the result of the demand for the local trial of causes arising 
in the great centres of commerce, it is matter of urgent necessity 
to provide some mode of obviating the delay and expense which, 
at present, attend the trial of country witness causes in the 


Chancery Division. 





In A RECENT CASE, a report of which will be found among the 
Cases of the Week, the Court of Appeal decided a point of con- 
siderable importance with regard to the remuneration of solicitors, 
On the trial of the action before Vice-Chancellor Bacon, which 
occupied some days, a number of witnesses being examined vivd 
voce, it was arranged, between the solicitors of the parties, that 
notes of the evidence should be taken by a shorthand writer 

by the plaintiffs, and that the evidence should be printed 
from day to day by the plaintiffs, and a certain number of copies 
supplied to the defendant. The defendant was to pay three- 
— of theexpense. Under this arrangement, the defendant’s 
solicitors paid £198 to the plaintiffs’ solicitors. The Vice-Chan- 
cellor decided in favour of the plaintiffs. The defendant 
appealed, and the decision was reversed. Printed copies of the 
evidence were used on the hearing of the appeal, and also printed 
copies of the Vice-Chancellor’s judgment. The Court of Appeal 
by their order gave the defendant the costs of the shorthand notes 
‘of the evidence. On the taxation of costs the defendant’s 
solicitors claimed to be repaid the £198 which they had paid, and 
also to be paid a charge of threepence per folio for three copies . 
of the evidence supplied for the use of the defendant’s three 
counsel. This fee was claimed under the provision as to “ copies” 
contained in the schedule to order 6 of the Additional Rules of 
Court of August, 1875. The taxing master allowed the £198, 
but disallowed the charge of threepence per folio, which amounted 
to several hundred pouuds. The Court of Appeal said that the 
intention of the rule was that solicitors should re¢eive a profit 
or remuneration by means of the charge of threepence per 
folio authorized for copies of documents, and that this was not 
affected by the circumstance that the solicitor had undertaken no 
personal labour in making the copies. It was immaterial 
whether the copy was made by a printer, or by one of the 
solicitor’s own clerks. The court accordingly allowed the charge 
of threepence per folio on three copies of the evidence for the 
use of counsel, and also on three copies of the Vice-Chancellor’s 
judgment for the use of the appeal judges. 





_ A SEw Question on the well-worn subject of the landlord’s 
right to distrain on the goods of a limited company in process of 
being wound up arose in the case of Jn re The Carriage Co- 
operative Supply Association, reported in another column. The 
mer were in m under an agreement for an underlease, 
aod never been accepted by the original lessor as his tenants. 
The lessce’s rent being inarrear, for which the goods of the company 
upon the premises were liable to be distrained, the company agreed 
to pay the lessor half of the rent in cash and to give him a pro- 
missory note for the balance, payable by instalments, upon de- 
fault in payment of any of which the whole amount was to become 
due. Default having made in iy ors of the first instalment, 
the lessor distrained for the whole balance on the goods of the 
company on the premises. An order was made to wind up the 


—, 


pany, and entitled to prove in the winding up in 
promissory note, he should not be allowed to enforce his distress, 
‘This contention seems to have been founded on a misapprehension 
of the principle laid down in Jn re Lundy Granite Company, Ey 
parte Heavan (19 W. R. 609, L. R. 6 Ch. 462), and the succeeding 
cases. That principle is, no doubt, often stated as being that, if 
the distress is by a person who distrains, not as creditor of the 
company, but as creditor of a stranger against his debtor who 
happens to have goods of the company in his possession, section 
163 of the Companies Act does not apply. But the word “ credi- 
tor,” as here used, must mean “creditor as landlord.’? Thig 
appears from the observations of the Master of the Rotts in 
In re Regent United Service Stores (L. R. 8 Ch. D., at p. 618 
where a distress was levied by the landlord on the goods of 
company in occupation of premises under an arrangement with the 
tenant without any arrangement with the landlord. “ It was con- 
tended,” he said, “ that, though not a creditor, he [7.e., the person 
distraining |] was like a creditor, and could be placed in the position 
of one. The answer is that he is nota creditor. He could not main- 
tain an action for use and occupation ; the right to possession was 
in his lessee, he therefore could not put the company in possession, 
and the use and occupation of the property of the company could 
not be by his consent.” Now, in the recent case the lessor was 
obviously not a creditor of the company in this sense. He did 
not distrain, as landlord of the company, for rent due by them, 
He distrained for rent due by the lessee, and that being so, the 
fact that he was a creditor of the company in respect of a 
collateral security given by them for the amount of that’ rent 
seems to affect the question at issue as little as if he had.been a 
creditor of the company in respect of goods supplied to them. 


)s 
a 





THE SENSATIONAL Divorce suit of Blandford v. Blandford, 
which was heard last week before Sir James HanneEn, did not 
involve any disputed issues of fact, but it is noteworthy as having 
definitely settled an important point of divorce law—namely, that 
desertion which has been condoned will be revived by a subsequent 
act of adultery. almer v. Palmer (28. & T. jt was bald 
that @ condoned offence could be revived by another matrimonial 
offence of a different nature ; and, in Newsome v. Newsome (L. R. 
2 P. & D. 306), incestuous adultery which had been condoned by 
the petitioner was held to have been revived by an act of 
ordinary adultery on the respondent’s part; but this is the first 
occasion when the same principle has been applied to condoned 
desertion. Sir James Hannen pointed out that the evidence 


before him showed that the petitioner had forgiven her husband — 


only upon condition that he should “sin no more,” and the | 
definition of condonation was, “forgiveness upon condition 
that no matrimonial offence shall be committed in the 


future.” a Ep age gem had 
conferred a a ution of marriage, the commission 
afver-comtonatton of one such offence would revive the com- 
biiedOffences ; and thus condoned desertion, as well as con-— 


donet-adultery, was revived by subsequent acts of adultery. 




















The Daily News understands that Sir Robert Phillimoro is about to resign 
the office of one of the judges in the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division of the High Court of Justice, and that he will probably be suc- 
ceeded by Mr. C. P. Butt, M.P., Q.C. 

Tbe London correspondent of the Manchester Guardian says that “the 
outstanding claim of the contractors for the Courts of Justice against the 
Government is said to amount to as much as £150,000, the total cost of the 
buildings being set at £886,000, of which the contractors have received from 
the Government about £736,000.” 

On the 6th inst. a complimentary loncheon was given to Mr, F. Stroud, 


servatives of that place, was presented to him in testimony of the 
rendered by him to tae Conservative party for the last twenty years, 


Mr. Cecil D. Travers Wire bas published » very useful “ Alphabetical 
Guide to the Offices in the Royal Courts.” It gives, in alphabetical order, 
tbe number of room, floor, and position of all the offices in the new perry, 
avd, by meaus of an ingeniously arranged “key plan,” the reader 

enabled to discover at once the positions of the rooms io the easter® 
block re'atively to esch other and to the staircases. The pamphlet is pub- 





company, and the landlord applied for Jeave to enforce his distress. 


lished by Mr, Amer, Carey-stregt, 


Is was contended that as the landlord was a creditor of the com. — 
ct of the — 


solicitor, of Cheltenham, at which a testimonial, subscribed for by the Come 
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DEATH OF SEVERAL PERSONS DYING BY 
A COMMON CALAMITY. . 


Txosx of our readers who are familiar with the posthumous works of 
Fearne, published and edited in 1797 by Shadwell, will remember his 
somewhat whimsical argument and counter-argument upon the case 
of General Stanwix and his daughter, who were drowned together in 
a shipwreck while crossing from Dublin to England in the year 1766, 
without a shred of positive evidence to show which of them was in 
fact the survivor. This appears to have been the first occasion 
upon which the question was debated, upon what principles our 
courts will be guided in deciding between the conflicting claims 
of the rival representatives of several deceased persons, all 
perishing by a common calamity, in the absence of positive evid- 
ence to show in what.order they died. Fearne was evidently of 
opinion that as much might be urged upon one side as upon the 
other ; and he seems, on the whole, to have inferred that the only 

ible attitude for the court to assume under such circumstances 
was the sceptical “suspension of judgment” of the ancient Pyr- 
rhonists. This view seems, in fact, to have been taken; for we 
learn from Shadwell’s note that “‘ the court, finding the arguments 
on all sides equally solid and ingenious, waived giving any deci- 
sion, and advised a compromise, to which the several claimants 
agreed,” 

The same question has more than once arisen since that time ; 
and in the current number of the Zaw Reports there - will be 
found a brief account of the latest case on the subject (Elliott v. 
Smith, L. R. 22 Ch. D. 236). If this report faithfully represents 
what took place, it would appear that no mention was made of 
certain considerations which we think very material to the 
Cecision of the question. 

The circumstances were as follows :—A testator, by his will, 
which was executed in 1875, gave certain property to three 
legatees in specified shares, and directed that “ if any of the three 
should die, the others should have their share.’ The residue was 
given to the same three persons equally. One of the three 
legatees was drowned, together with the testator himself, in the 
wreck of The Princess Alice steam vessel, and there was nothing 
to show which of them was the survivor. The testator left no 
next of kin; and the Crown claimed to be entitled to the share 
intended for the deceased legatee, upon the ground that, under 
the above-mentioned circumstances, the testator had, as to such 
share, died intestate. Mr. Justice Fry considered that the claim 
of the Crown was well founded. 

We take it to be clearly settled that, in such cases as the one 
before us, the English law ‘does not admit any presumption, 
derived from circumstances, as a ground for drawing any inference 
as to the relative survivorship of the parties; but relies solely, 
where it can|be had, upon positive evidence of the fact ; and that, 
when such positive evidence is wholly wanting, the law refuses to 
draw any inference at all. The following extract from the head- 
note to the case of Wing v. Angrave (8 H. L. C. 183), makes this 
point, upon which the judgment of the House of Lords was 
unanimous, quite clear ; and dispenses with all necessity for inquir- 
ing into such matters as the obiter dictum of Vice-Chancellor Knight 
Bruce in Sillick v. Booth (1 Y. & C. C. C. 117):—*There is no 
presumption of law arising from age or sex as to survivorship 
among persons whose death is occasioned by one and the same 
cause. Wor is there any presumption of law that they all died at 
the same time. The question is one of fact, depending wholly on 
evidence, and if the evidence does not establish the survivorship of 
any one, the law will treat it as a matter incapable of being 
determined. The onus mdi is on the person asserting the 
affirmative.’ The words which we have placed in italics have aa 
important bearing upon a passage in the judgment of Mr. Justice 


, it seems to follow from the law as laid down in the above-cited 
ent of the House of Lords that the solution of such a case 

%s the one before us is reduced to depend upon the replies given 

to the following questions :—Where does the burden lie of provin 


amy affirmative state of the facts? and, What is the result, if a 


The learned counsel for the Crown is reported to have said that 
““* dying’ must refer to death before the testator”; for which 
proposition he cited only O’ Mahoney v. Burdett (L. R. 7H. L. 
388). We do not know to which part of that case he referred ; 
but if he referred to the passage subsequently cited by Mi. Justice 
Fry, we must wang sbi to be furnished with further evidence 
before we accept without hesitation the proposition which it was 
adduced to prove. That passage, apparently cited by the learned 
judge as embodying the sentiments of Lord Hatherley, is in reality 
a criticism passed by Lord Hatherley upon the case of Atkinson 
v. Hutchinson (3 P. Wms. 258), and it seems to have no bearing 
upon cases in which the peculiar circumstances of Atkinson v. 
Hutchinson—to which Lord Hatherley particularly referred—do 
not exist. 

But there is no need to debate this particular point, because the 
learned judge does not seem to have relied upon that particular 
case. “It appears to me,” he said (the italics being our own) 
“that by a long series of cases it has been decided that where 
there is a gift to A., and if A. dies to B., that means a gift to B. 
if A. dies before the testator. I must apply that rule to this case, 
and the consequence is that, as the deceased legatee is not shown 
to have died before the testator, the legacy falls into the residue.” 
But here a distinction will occur to our readers, which does not 
appear to have been taken or hinted at, but which does appear to 
be very material to the due consideration of the question. The 
cases to which the learned judge appealed will, we believe, be 
found to be cases in which it was shown that the legatee died after 
the testator; and it is not quite obvious that the application of a 
rule which was extracted from the consideration of the latter set of 
circumstances must be precisely identical in all the details of its 
application to wills requiring to be interpreted under the very 
different circumstances of the present case, in which nothi 
whatever was known about the relative times of the deaths of the 
testator and of the legatee. We do not venture to say that the 
rule is, or ought to be, different in the two cases; but only that 
the question, whether or no it is different, required to be con- 
sidered. The learned counsel for the other legatees gave some 
reasons (which in the report are compressed into less than five 
lines) for supposing that the application of the rule in the present 
case is, or ought to be, different from what it is in the cases which 
seem to have been relied upon by the learned judge. These 
reasons, we confess, appear to us to be at least plausible, and to 
have required some notice. But in the remarks made by the 
learned judge (so far as reported) there is not the faintest 
symptom that he had considered the distinction in question. 

The importance of this distinction is further illustrated 4 
another, and a very remarkable passage. “If I ask myself,” sai 
the learned judge, “‘ what the testator meant by the word ‘die,’ I 
answer, that he meant ‘die in my lifetime.’ The contingency of 
his dying at the same moment as the legatee never occurred to 
him.” His lordship evidently took it for granted that there is no 
difference whatever between a complete absence of proof as to 
which died first, and a complete presence of proof that they both 
died simultaneously: in spite of the above-cited opinion of the 
House of Lords, that there is no presumption of law that they all 
died at the same time. 

The conclusion at which the learned judge arrived depends, 
according to his own statement of it, upon two propositions—(1) 
that, when nothing is known as to which of two persons has 
died before the other, the law presumes that they both died at the 
same time; and (2) that, under such circumstances as aforesaid, 
the bare word “die” means “die in my lifetime,” to the 
exclusion of a death ¢o insianti with the death of the testator. 
Of these propositions the first is demonstrably erroneous; while 
the second is by no means obviously true. 

We do not mean to assert that the conclusion at which the 
learned judge arrived was itself erroneous. It is quite possible, 
as Aristotle has long ago pointed out, to arrive at a conclusion 
which happens to be true by relying upon premisses which happen 
to be false. We certainly think that the reasons given for the 
decision are in the highest degree unsatisfactory, and we should 
not be sorry to see the case discussed afresh before the Court of 
Appeal. The whole of the report to which we have referred fills 
less than a and a half; and, if we exclude ee pat Sa 

e arguments 





— do not, however, appear to have attracted any attention 


the case of Zlliott vy, Smith. 


the parties equally fail to prove any affirmative whatever? These 


| occupied by the statement of the facts, we find that 
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and the judgment occupy together exactly one page. It would be 
ridiculous to attempt to compress an adequate discussion of all 
the questions relevant to the issue into that space; and the 
inference seems irresistibly to follow, either that the report is 
defective, or else that the discussion which those questions 
received was extremely inadequate. Some of the most important 
ene them do not appear to have received any discussion at 








THE JURISDICTION CONFERRED UPON 
COURTS OF BANKRUPTCY BY SECTION 
72 OF THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1869. 

1. 


Amonest the experiments in the law and practice of bankruptcy intro- 
duced into the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, with the praiseworthy intention of 
reducing the costs of administration, it was generally anticipated that 
the wide jurisdiction conferred upon the courts by the 72nd section 
would prove one of the most beneficial. By section 12 of the Act of 
1849, the Court of Bankruptcy had, in the exercise of its primary juris- 
diction, superintendence and control over the bankrupt and his estate, 
and over the assignees in their dealings with the estate, but it had no 
power to determine questions as between the assignees and other persons 
claiming adversely to them, unless such persons appeared and submitted 
to the jurisdiction of the court. By section 72 of the Act of 1869, this 
jurisdiction was extended by givitig to every court having jurisdiction in 
bankruptcy, subject to the provisions of the Act, “ full power to decide 
all questions of priorities, and all other questions whatsoever, whether of 
law or fact, arising in any case of bankruptcy coming within the 
cognizance of sucb court, or which the court may deem it expedient or 
necessary to decide for the purpose of doing complete justice or making 
8 complete distribution of property in any such case.” 

The very comprehensive language used by the Legislature in this 
section, and the wide interpretation put upon it by Giffard, L.J., in the 
case of Ex parte Anderson, Re Anderson (18 W. R. 71é, L. R. 5 Ch. 473), 
which was the first case decided under the section, for some time created 
an impression that the jurisdiction so conferred upon the courts was an 
exclusive one, and that consequently the jurisdiction of the courts of 
chancery and common Jaw was thereby ousted in such cases; but, as we 
shall see, that notion was afterwards exploded by a series of decisions. 
In Ea parte Anderson the creditor’s assignee in a bankruptcy, commenced 
under the Bankruptcy Act, 1861, and transferred to a county court under 
the Act of 1869, moved the court to restrain the bankrupt’s nephew from 
selling certain pictures and other property (which had been assigned to 
him by the bankrupt), and impeached the validity of the assignment. 
The court made an order and the nephew appealed. On the appeal, 
objection was taken to the jurisdiction of the court to grant an injunc- 
tion. Giffard, L.J., in giving judgment upon this point, contrasted the 
words of section 72 of the Act of 1869 with those of section 12 of the 
Act of 1849, and stated that, in his opinion, the word ‘“‘ parties” in the 
former section meant parties to the litigation, not parties to the bank- 
ruptey. He proceeded: “Those words, in my opinion, give the court 
complete jurisdiction in all cases such as this to decide everything that 
may be considered necessary with a view to the distribution of the 
bankrupt’s estate,” and afterwards added, “and with reference to ques- 
tions of this kind I have no doubt it was the intention of the Legislature 
that the bankruptcy courts should be complete and sufficient in them- 
selves, and that they should, for the purpose of everything included in 
the 72nd section, exercise at least all the powers conferred upon any 
judge of the Court of Chancery.” 

Starting from this decision, it is a matter of considerable interest to 
trace the various other decisions upon the section which have since that 
time been given, the result of such decisions at the present time being 
to cut down the power conferred upon the courts by the section, by lay- 
ing down « general rule against such courts exercising jurisdiction, 
except in certain particular cases. The exceptions to this general rule 
are, at times, so finely drawn, that it is often most difficult for the 
practitioner to decide whether a particular case, which he may have to 
conduct, is a proper one to be tried by the court having jurisdiction in 
the bankruptcy, or whether it ought not to be contested by an action 
in one of the divisions of the High Court of Justice or other ordinary 
tribunal. It may, therefore, afford our readers some assistance if we 
review, as concisely as we conveniently can, the various decisions which 
have been given upon the sections, especially having in view the 

amendment of the law of bankruptcy. 

The first case after Ha parte Anderson is Macdonald yv. 
Furves, In re idge (19 W. R. 717), in which the Chief Judge up- 
held an order of a county court restraining the grantee of a bill of sale 
from proceeding with on action which he had commenced against the 
trustee of the grantor’s property in liquidation to recover the proceeds 
of the property comprised in the bill of sale, which had been sold by 











the trustee. In dismissing the grantee’s appeal the Chief Judge said: 


“The policy of the law is that in bankruptcy or quasi-bankruptcy there 


shall be one tribunal for the determination of all questions arising in, or 
belonging to, or which can relate to it.’ There can be little doubt, 
from the rules laid down in subsequent cases by the Court of Appeal, 
that, although in that particular case the court was right in exercising its 
jurisdiction, yet these words of the Chief Judge are too comprehensive, 
They seem to have given strength to the notion, which we before men- 
tioned, that the section gave the courts of bankruptcy exclusive juris- 
diction in such matters. This question of exclusive jurisdiction shortly 
afterwards came before Lord Hatherley, C., in the case of White v, 
Simmons (19 W. R. 939, L. R. 6 Ch. 585), which was a bill filed by the 
mortgagee of an agricultural lease, from a person who had since become 
bankrupt, against the trustee in bankruptcy and others, praying that 
the lease and goodwill might be sold. On demurrer by the trustee, the 
Vice-Chancellor allowed the same, but on appeal Lord Hatherley said 
that, though with great reluctance, he felt bound to allow the bill and 
overrule the demurrer, although he thought it an ill-advised proceeding 
for the plaintiff to come into chancery instead of proceeding in bank- 
ruptcy, where all that was then asked might have been given earlier, 
On the other hand, as the plaintiff chose to stand outside of bankruptcy, 
although he might have proceeded there, his lordship did not think he 
could compel him to do so. But he seems to have based his decision 
more particularly on the fact that, by section 12 of the Act of 1869, 
there is an express reservation of the remedy in chancery in the case of 
a secured creditor. The same was also held in a subsequent case of 
Coulthurst v. Smith (29 L. T. 243, 714) by Malins, V.C., and affirmed 
on appeal by Lord Selborne, C., and James and Mellish, L.JJ. 

In the case of Ex parte Rumboll, Re Taylor and Rumboll (19 W. R. 
681, 1102, L. R. 6 Ch. 842), the Chief Judge decided, and his decision 
was upheld on appeal by James and Mellish, L.JJ., that the court had 
jurisdiction to decide all questions arising under a deed of composition 
registered under the Act of 1861, such deed being a “case of bank- 
ruptcy” within section 72 of the Act. And in the case of Ex parte 
Cohen, Re Sparke (20 W. R. 69, L. R. 7 Ch. 20), James and Mellish, 
L.JJ., upheld the successive decisions of a county court and the Chief 
Judge, declaring certain bills of sale given in renewal for previous bills 
of sale, which had not been registered, to be void as against a trustee in 
liquidation, and granting an injunction against Cohen from proceeding 
with an action of trover against the trustee to recover the property 
comprised in the bills of sale. James, L.J., was clearly of opinion that 
this was the very case contemplated by section 72, and that the object 
of that provision was to prevent the assets of bankrupts from being 
frittered away in the costs of legal proceedings, the intention of the 
Legislature being “that one court should decide every question 
necessary for the administration of the bankrupt’s estate.” Mellish, 
L.J., in expressing the same opinion, added: “ The 72nd section of the 
Act not only gave the Court of Bankruptcy power to decide such 4 
question as this, but gave it jurisdiction to determine in what court the 
question could most conveniently be decided. The provisions of section 
72, that the Court of Bankruptcy should not be subject to be restrained 
in the execution of its powers by the order of any other court, implied 
that it might restrain the proceedings in other courts.’’ 

The next three cases, which were all before the Chief Judge, we will 
only shortly allude to. The first one is Hx parte Sir Peter Tait, Re Tait 
& Co. (20 W. R. 318, L. R. 13 Eq. 311), in which he held that he had 
jurisdiction to restrain an action brought by a creditor of a firm, who had 
executed a deed of inspectorship under the Bankruptcy Act, 1861, against 
a single member of such firm in Ireland. In the next case of Hau parte 
The North-West Bank, Re Slee (20 W. R. 980), he decided that the 
Court of Bankruptcy had no jurisdiction to decide questions as between 
strangers to the bankruptcy if the trustee claimed no interest in the 
property. And in the case of Re Chapman (21 W. R. 104, L. R. 15 Eq. 
75), he further held that an injunction could not be granted against 4 
creditor in America from proceeding with an action there, the bankrupt 
having property in that country, as such an injunction would be a mere 
brutum fulmen, the court having no jurisdiction over the persons of 
foreigners resident abroad; but he gave permission to appiy to the 
registrar for authority to the receiver to defend the actions in the 
American courts. 

The notion of an exclusive jurisdiction in the Court of Bankruptcy to 
determine all questions arising in any bankruptcy received a rude shock 
in the case of Hilis v. Silber (21 W. R. 346, L. R. 8 Ch. 83), which is 
the next case in order of date upon the section. In that case a bill was 
filed by trustees, under a deed of inspectorship for benefit of creditor, 
against former partners of the debtor, seeking to set aside a deed of 
dissolution, and praying for an account and payment, Defendauts 
demurred, and contended that the Court of Bankruptcy had jurisdiction 
over the matter. In overruling the demurrer Lord Selborne, Q., said ; 
“There is no case cited, and no clause quoted from any Act of Parlia- 
ment, to the effect that, when the trustee of a deed, or the trustee oF 
assignee in bankruptcy, has a demand against a third person which, 
for the bankruptcy, would be proper tu be prosecuted in a court of law ot 
in a court of equity, such demand is, as against that third person, trams 
ferred to the Court of Bankruptcy. I apprehend that there is nothing 
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whatever in the Acts relating to bankruptcy which, in an ordinary case, 
and not a case governed by the special clauses of the Acts, has any such 

That which has to be done in bankruptcy is the administration 
jn bankruptcy. The debtor and the creditors, as the parties to the ad- 
ministration in bankruptcy, are subject to that jurisdiction. The trus- 
tees or assignees, as the persons intrusted with that administration, are 
subject to that jurisdiction. The assets which come to their hands, and 
the mode of administering them, are subject to that jurisdiction; and 
there may be, and I believe are, some special classes of transactions 
which, under special clauses of the Acts of Parliament, may be specially 
dealt with as regards third parties. But the general proposition that, 
whenever the assignees in bankruptcy, or the trustees under such deeds 
as these, have a demand at law or in equity as against a stranger to the 
bankruptcy, then the demand is to be prosecuted in the Court of Bank- 
ruptey, appeare to me to be a proposition entirely without the warrant 
of anything in the Acts of Parliament, and wholly unsupported by 
any trace or vestige whatever of authority.” With regard to 
Ea parte Anderson, his lordship stated that the matter was 
prima facie brought by the submission and acts of the 
bankrupt’s nephew under the administration in bankruptcy. On the 
other hand, James and Mellish, L.JJ., about the same time, in the case 
of Ea parte Baggs, Re White, Morley v. White (21 W. R. 132, L. R. 8 
Ch. 214), restrained a suit in chancery for the administration of the 





* estate of a deceased partner of a liquidating debtor to which the trustee 


had been made a party, and in which it was alleged that the liquidating 
debtor never had any capital in the partnership business, but that by the 
partnership articles, on the death of his father (the deceased partner), all 
the assets, as well as the share which the son had had in the profits of the 
business, became part of the father’s estate, and by which it was sought 
to restrain the trustee from meddling with the assets of the business. An 
injunction on terms had been granted by the Uourt of Chancery-against 
the trustee, and an application to the Court of Bankruptcy in the liquida- 
tion proceedings by the trustee for an injunction against the plaintiffs in 
the chancery suit had been refused. On these two orders coming before 
the Lords Justices on appeal, James, L.J., stated that he thought that it 
wis a case pre-eminently for the Court of Bankruptcy to exercise juris- 
diction in, and showed that the 72nd section was a very beneficial one, 
and both orders were accordingly reversed. Again, in Ex parte Gordon, 
Re Dizon (21 W. 690, L. R. 8 Ch. 555), the same Lords Justices restrained 
asuitin chancery for the administration of the estate of a deceased 
partner in a firm after all the surviving partners had become liquidating 


debtors under the Act, the trustee of their estates having been 


made a party to the suit. And, on the other hand again, in the case of 
In re Motion, Maule v. Davis (22 W. R. 225, L. R. 9 Ch. 192), Lord 
Selborne, C., and James and Mellish, L.JJ., expressed a strong view 
that the Court of Bankruptcy had wrongly exercised jurisdiction under 
the following circumstances :—An order had been made in chancery for 
the dissolution of a partnership and sale of the partnership property. 
One of the partners became bankrupt, and his assignees joined with the 
solvent partners in selling the partnership property. The creditors 
were fully paid out of the bankrupt’s share of the purchase-maoney. The 
Chief Judge, on the application of the bankrupt, set aside the sale on the 
ground that the assignee had acted in collusion with the solvent partners, 
aud that the sale had been made at an undervalue, On appeal, it was 
held that no collusion had been made out, and Lord Selborne, on the 
question of jurisdiction, laid it down that, even if the court had come 
to a contrary conclusion, they would have considered the order an im- 
proper one to be made by the Court of Bankruptcy. He stated that the 
72nd section “‘ gives the court avery large authority to ‘decide such 
questions’ as it may be found necessary or convenient to determine for 
the proper purposes of the administration in bankruptcy ; but it does 
not, as we understand it, at all enable the Court of Bankruptcy to draw 
compulsorily within the sphere of its jurisdiction property or the owners 
of property not vested in the assignee and not originally subject to the 
administration in bankruptcy.” 

A few months after the decision in Jn re Motion, the question of the 
jurisdiction of the Court of Bankruptcy to restrain proceedings in other 
courts, and draw into its own jurisdiction the determination of questions 
affecting the property of bankrupts, was brought before the Court of 
Common Pleas in rather a bold manner in the case of Harris v. Halliday 
(22 W. R. 756; sub nom, Halliday v. Harris, L. R. 9 0. P. 688), on 
an application for a writ of prohibition to the county court at Man- 
chester, That court had made an order, on the application of the 
trustee under the liquidation of the affairs of a firm of Child, Mills, & 
Oo,, restraining Harris from proceeding with a suit in the Vice- Admiralty 
Court at Sierra Leone for necessaries supplied toaship called Sir Arthur 
Kennedy, which was part of the estate of Child, Mills, & Oo., in liquida- 
tion; vested in the trustee, and in which suit Harris had seized the ship 
through that court; and the county court had also ordered issues to be 
tried to settle the question between the parties. It was argued, on the 
Atthority of Hilis v. Silber and In re Motion, that the county covzé 
had no jurisdiction, under section 72, to muke such an order, and, as an 
Metior court, was subject to prohibition for exceeding its powers, Lord 

ge, O.J., and Brett, J., before whom the application for prohibi- 
‘fon was argued, were both of opinion that the county court had not 





exercised a wise discretion in the matter, but in the face of the express 
words of the section they decided that the power to make such an order 

was clearly within the powers conferred upon the court by that section, 

and that if the order had been wrongly made, the only remedy was by 
appeal to the Chief Judge and Lords Justices as provided by the Act. Lord 
Coleridge laid down the law upon the point very clearly and distinctly 
in the following passage which we quote from his judgment :— The 
distinction pointed at in these words [of the 72nd section] is the true 
solution of the variance (rather than conflict) in the several cases from 
the courts of equity which were cited upon the argument. In some of 
those cases the proceedings of the local bankruptcy court were upheld; in 
others they were reversed or varied ; but the jurisdiction of the court in 
such a case as this does not appear to have been ever questioned. It 
was asserted in very strong terms by Giffard, L.J., in Ha parte Ander- 
son, and the language of the two present Lords Justices in Ha parte 
Cohen goes still further. In fact Mellish, L.J., lays down in 

terms the very jurisdiction which has been exercised, but is disputed in 
this case. The cases cited to us of the class of Hillis v. Silber (which 
case, decided by Lord Selborne, is itself the strongest of them all) do not 
in reality conflict, and were certainly not intended to overrule those two 
cases I have mentioned, and which appear to me to have been correctly 
decided. They only show, either that when the Court of Chancery has 
possession of a case it does not lose its hold over it bya subsequent 
bankruptcy, or that the court will relieve against any want of equity 
which is the result of bankruptcy proceedings, or that the jurisdiction 
of the Bankruptcy Court itself has been corrected upon appeal when it 
has been improperly exercised. No case has been cited, and I presume 
none can be found, where a common law court has prohibited the Court 
of Bankruptcy in the face of the direct words of the 72nd section. I 
decline to make such an authority, and I think Mr. Harris must be left 
to correct the Court of Bankruptcy, if it is in error, by the ordinary course 
of appeal.” 








THE LEGAL STATUS OF LICENSED 
VICTUALLERS AND OTHER LICENCE 
HOLDERS AS AFFECTED BY RECENT 
LEGISLATION AND DECISIONS.* 

I. ' 


Tuts subject has lately begun to attract a good deal of public atten- 
tion, mainly in consequence of certain recent decisions upon the 

of the Off-Licensing Act of last year. In addressing his North-East 
Lancashire constituents at Over Darwen, on the 20th of January, 
1883, the Marquis of Hartington made the following observations on 
the subject, when speaking upon the question of the reform of the 
licensing laws :— 

“There has very recently been given a decision—I believe by the 
court of quarter sessions of this county — in connection with this 
borough, a decision which has been upheld by the Court of Queen’s 
Bench, which is of very great importance in relation to this subject. 
That decision relates only to what are called off-licences, but so far as 
they are concerned I believe the decision goes to show that the licens- 
ing justices have now, under the presen full discretion, not 






as to the granting of new licericés, ene 
and that consequently, 80 far aS Off-Neences are concerned, those 
licences hold only from year to year. That is@ dédision of very great 
importance. é y the question of com 

question which I have always considered, in justice to a powerful and 
industrious body of men, one of considerable importance, and one which 
could not be neglected; but it does ap to me that the decision 
which has been given will, if it is upheld, have a strong effect upon 
the opinion and tactics of the li victuallers, and make them 
more disposed to listen to the reasonable proposals which may now be 
made, and to accept a reasonable compromise which, if they resist 
too long, may no longer be within their reach.” 

It is noticeable that Lord Hartington refrained from ——— 
that the decision in question applied to any licences other than off-licences. 
It is, however, contended that the question as to the publican’s right to 
a renewal of his licence has virtually been decided in this case, and as 
the matter is one of very great interest and importance at the present 
time, it has been thought that a few observations on the legal 
of the question might not be unacceptable to that large class of per- 
sons who are interested in the administration of the licensing laws. 
I must, however, at the outset, disclaim all intention of entering upon 
either the social or the political aspects of this question. I must leave 
to others the discussion of the various considerations of public policy 
which ought to influence licensing i in the of 
their important and onerous duties. My object is rather to assist 
those who may be called upon officially or professi to advise at 

* By F. G. Hindle, Esq., Solicitor ; Clifford’s Inn Priseman, 1870; Clerk to 
Darwen Borough Magistrates. 
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short notice upon a dry legal question of very great practical import- 
ance, about which (as I find from numerous inquiries I have received 
as to the effect of the Darwen appeal case), a good deal of miscon- 

‘or some time back an idea seems to have prevailed in the minds, 
not only of the public, but of lawyers, that innkeepers and other 
holders of licences for the sale of intoxicating drinks have a sort of 
vested interest ee ge ig ea ta call wn feo ot 
petual renewal thereof as of right, so long as they are not guilty of 
any personal misconduct. This idea has only sprung up of late years. 
Prior to the ing of the Intoxicating Liquors Act, 1872, the posi- 
tion was never doubted that licences were held simply from year to 
year at the discretion of the licensing justices. ‘The result of certain 
sections of that Act however, as amended by the Act of 1874, is to give 
a certain colour to the contention that the Legislature has at 1 
recognized the right of an innkeeper to the perpetual renewal of hi 
licence, so long as he duly complies with the requirements of the law. 
No decision has, however, ever been given to this effect. Indeed, 
such decisions as have been given by the superior courts have all been 
the other way, and the matter is generally treated as a moot point in 
the Poser a like many other points arising out of what Lord Chief 
Justice Cockburn has described as ‘‘ that chaotic mass of legislation 
called the Licensing Laws.” 

The whole question turns upon what is meant by the provisions 
contained in those sections of the Licensing Acts of 1872 and 1874 
which provide for certain notices being given to the holders of 
existing licences before any objection can be taken to the renewal of 
their licences. The general effect of these sections may be summarized 
as follows:—{1) The applicant for a renewal need not attend in 
person at the general annual licensing meeting, unless required by 
the licensing justices so to attend; (2) the justices shall not entertain 
any objection to the renewal or take any evidence in respect thereto 

ess written notice of an intention to oppose the renewal has been 
served on the holder not less than seven days before the commence- 
ment of the general annual licensing meeting ; (3) such notice shall 
not be valid unless it states in general terms the grounds on which 
the renewal is to be opposed ; (4) the licensing justices may, however, 
notwithstanding no notice has been given, on an objection bein 
made, adjourn the granting of any licence to a future day, an 
“tn, the attendance of the holder on such day, when the case will 
be heard, and the objection considered as if the prescribed notice had 
been given; (5) the justices shall not receive any evidence with 
respect to the renewal which is not given on oath; (6) a licensed 
person applying for a renewal shall not be required to attend in person 
‘save for some special cause personal to the licensed person.” 

These provisions are ali contained in section 42 of the Act of 1872, 
and section 26 of the Act of 1874. Now the only requirement from 
which it can be argued that the Legislature intended to confer a 
vested interest upon the holders of existing licences is that, contained 
in the last-mentioned section, providing that a licensed person apply- 
ing for a renewal shall not be required to attend in person at the 
licensing sessions, save for some special cause personal to himself. 
The meaning of this provision is best explained by its history. Prior 
to 1872, every innkeeper was obliged to attend the licensing sessions 
every year in person (not even by an attorney or by deputy, except 
in the event of sickness or other reasonable cause, duly proved upon 
oath in accordance with section 12 of the Alehouse Act of 1828), in 
order to make application for his licence, although he was relieved 
from the necessity of publishing any notice of Tis intention to do 
so, a8 he was o liged to do in the case of a first application. 
This requirement to attend personally the licensing sessions every 
year, for no useful purpose, was felt to be a great hardship by 
the publicans, and in the Licensing Act of 1872 a clause was 
inserted P sage that they should no longer be required to 
attend the sessions in person unless required to do so by the 
a : t was, however, found that in some 
places the licensing magistrates still made it a rule to issue a 
arcule attendance of all licence holders at the 
licensing sessions as before, in order that they might the more readily 
hand over to them their licences and collect the fees, and also (in 
some places) in order that they might compel the publicans to listen 

a lecture on the best way of conducting their houses, &c. In the 
Act of 1874, therefore, a further clause was inserted providing that the 

magistrates should not require the attendance of a licensed 

; at the licensing sessions except for some cause personal to the 
icensed person. Now, what cause can be more “ personal to the 
icensed person,” or more urgently require his attendance at the 
licensing sessions, than the fact that the renewal of his licence is 
there and then to be objected to? It is submitted that this was the 
which the Legislature contemplated as one which 

reasonably require the personal sthandones of the license 

ler. The scheme of the Acts of 1872 and 1874 simply was to give 
additional protection to the holders of existing licences by providing 
that the renewal of their licences should not be refused—first, without 
their having « written notice of the intended objection, stating in 


fe 





which was objec a U 





general terms the grounds upon which the renewal was to be opposed; © 


and, second, without evidence being taken on oath. The Acts do not 
say that the objection to the renewal of the licence shall be for some 
cause personal to the applicant, nor that the justices shall not 
entertain any other objection to the renewal. On the contrary, section 
42 of the Act of 1872 expressly says that, subject to the giving of 
the notices therein vicaleed, ‘*the power and discretion of the justices 
relative to such renewal shall be exercised as before.” Now, it is 
quite certain :that prior to the Act of 1872 the discretion of the 
justices as to the renewal of licences was absolute. — this point, 
at all events, there is no difference of opinion amongst lawyers. The 
only  gegne question, therefore, which can be open to argument is 
whether section 26 of the Act of 1874 made any difference. Upon 
this point there certainly was, prior to the late decision, considerable 
conflict of opinion amongst lawyers, though not psa a judges. 
The question will be found discussed at page 506 of the Justice of 
Peace for August 12, 1882, and page 538 of the Justice of the Peace for 
— 26, 1882, where the matter is fully tsar into, and the editor 
y says that there appears to be no authority upon the question 
as to what is a cause personal to the licensed person, and that the 
matter is well worthy of being tested in the superior courts. The 
better opinion was, however, even before the recent decision, that 
section 26 of the Act of 1874 was merely intended to prevent the 
justices from unnecessarily requiring the personal attendance of license 
holders at the sessions. The section does not say that the licence 
shall not be refused except for some ground personal to the applicant. 
It merely says that his personal attendance shall not be required at 
the brewster sessions except for some special cause personal to 
himself. The mischief which had to be remedied was not the 
striking off of licences upon — grounds, but requiring the 
holders personally to attend the sessions upon general grounds, 

There is no section which provides that the notice of objection to the 
renewal of a licence shall state a ground of objection personal to the 
applicant. Nor is there any section which says that the magistrates 
shall not entertain any ground of objection which is not personal to 
the applicant. The provision merely is that the applicant is not to be 
required personally to attend the licensing sessions, except upon a 
rsonal ground. It would indeed appear that the renewal of the 
cence might be refused in the absence of the applicant, and without 
his having a notice from the Justices requiring him to attend 
the Sessions at all, so long as he had a notice from the person 
objecting. When once the applicant has had a proper notice that 
objections are proposed to be taken, and setting out what they 
are, the discretion of the magistrates as to renewing or refusing 
to renew his licence would therefore seem to be as unfettered as ever 
it was. An unhesitating opinion to this effect was expressed (in 
answer to an inquiry as to the effect of the decision in the Over 
Darwen case) by the learned editors of the Justice of the Peace on 
January 27 and February 3, 1883, and the same view is apparentl 
maintained at page 42 of Wharton’s Law of Innkeepers; at page 5 
of Mr. Paterson’s book on the Licensing Laws; at page 32 of Mr. 
Whiteley’s book on the same subject, and at pages 42 and 43 of his 
recent book on the Off-Licensing Acts. (See ds the discussion at page 
356 of the 1882 edition of Stone’s Justices’ Manual, the observations 
at pages 63 and 64 of Smith’s Quarter Session Practice, 1882 edition, 
onl te remark at page 114 of Mr. Shirley’s book on Magisterial Law, 
1881 edition.) 

The point, however, does not rest upon merely extra-judicial authority. 
In the case of Ex parte Martin, heard before 5 ustices Lush, Blackburn, 
and Mellor, on February 11, 1876, and reported in volume 40 of the 
Justice of the Peace, page 133, there was an argument upon this specific 
point, and Mr. Justice Lush said : “‘ In section 26 of the Act of 1874, itis 
only said that ‘a requisition to attend’ shall not be made unless there is 
some ial cause personal to the applicant, but this would not take 
away the general di 
licence on other grounds after the appellant had attended or received 
a requisition to attend.” Mr. Paterson, who was counsel for the 
licensed victualler in this case, strongly argued that the Legislature 
would never have put these restrictions as to the requisition to attend 
if the justices pes refuse on any ground whatever, and that the 
joint effect of section 42 of the Act of 1872 and section 26 of the Act 
of 1874 was to cut down their discretion to one point—namely, that 
of personal misconduct. This point was not expressly decided, as it 
was not absolutely n to do so in the case, but the dictum of 
Mr. Justice Lush is very strong and clear, and is a direct authority 
upon the point. 

It will be at once seen that the point is one of inimense importance, 
and it is perhaps sin that it has so seldom been carried up to the 
superior courts. ere is, however, a case of Smith v. The Justices 
of Hereford, decided by the Court of Queen’s Bench in May, 187 
and reported at 39 L. T. N.8., page 604, which has a very 
bearing on the point. In that case the appellant had for nine years held 
an innkeeper’s licence, but had not during that period carried on any 
applying for renewal of his licence, 
y the police under section 42 of the Agt of 187% 
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licensing justices refused ; and, upon appeal, the quarter sesssion 
el that this refusal was right, provided that this was not 

a renewal of an old licence, or that the justices had power to 

refuse to renew an existing alehouse licence upon grounds other 

than those mentioned in section 8 of the Wine and Beerhouse Act, 

1869. It was afterwards held, upon a case stated, that there was 
nothing in the circumstances of this case to prevent the a: t from 
applying for a renewal instead of a new licence, but that the discretion 

the justices to refuse the renewal of an innkeeper’s licence was 
as absolute as it was to refuse a new licence. It was observed by 

Cockburn, C.J.: “It is clear from the 42nd section of the Licensing 
Act, 1872, that the justices have the same discretion to refuse the 
renewal of a licence as they had before that Act. If this had been 
the certificate for a beerhouse, licensed on May 1, 1869, then, 
according to the 19th section of the Wine and Beerhouse Act of 1869, 
the justices would have had to confine their refusal to certain grounds 
there specified. But this was the case of the general licence authorized 
by the Act of 1828, and the qualifications of the Wine and Beerhouse 
Act do not apply. According to the Act of 1828, the justices had the 
same discretion to refuse a renewal as they had to refuse the grant of 
anew licence. The justices seem, therefore, to have missed the real 
point of the case, which was whether they had this discretion, and 
they need not have troubled this court with the irrelevant questions 
they seem to have put. All we can do is to remit the case, with our 

inion that the justices had a discretion in the matter. . . . At 

e same time, we may say that we think that this was the case of an 
application for a renewal of the licence, not for a new licence.” 

ards, on the case being remitted back, the justices at quarter 
sessions found, in obedience to the order of the court, that the 
respondent justices had rightly exercised their discretion in refusing 
the renewal of the es grog certificate ; and Cockburn, C.J., and 
Mellor, J., then refused to hear’ any further argument, and directed 
judgment for the respondent justices. 

When this decision was given Sir Richard Cross was the Secretary 
of State for the Home Department, and he is reported to have 
expressed the opinion at the time, after consulting the law officers of 
the Crown, that justices of the peace had sufficient powers given 
them by law to control the granting of licences to public-houses if 
they would only exercise such powers, inasmuch as they had just the 
same power to refuse renewals as they had to refuse a new licence. 
Upon the question as to the power of justices to refuse the renewal 
of an existing licence upon general grounds, see also the observations 
of Blackburn, Quain, and Archibald, JJ., in Reg. v. Farquhar (L. R. 
9Q. B. 258, 39 J. P. 166) (decided in the Court of Queen’s Bench on 
the 30th of January, 1875), where, whilst it was held that a proper 
notice of objection was necessary before the renewal of an existing 
innkeeper’s Recess could be refused, it was asswmed that a notice of 
objection on the ground that the house was of insufficient value would 
be a compliance with the Act, though this could hardly be considered 
an objection ‘‘ personal to the licensed person.” See also the obser- 
vations of Mellor and Field, JJ., in the case of Reg. v. The Justices of 
Kent, heard in the Court of Queen’s Bench on the 29th of January, 
1877, and reported at 41 J. P. 263, and the observations of Hannen 
and Quain, JJ., in the case of Ruddick v. The Justices of Liverpool, 
heard in the same court on the 29th of June, 1878, and revorted at 
42 J. P., 406. 

It has sometimes been argued that those sections of the 
licensing acts which provide that three convictions shall disqualify 
alicensee from holding a licence impliedly prevent the magistrates 
from taking away the licence from an existing public-house until 
three convictions have been obtained against it. This notion was, 
however, disposed of in Ex parte Bendall, decided by Cockburn, C.J., 
and Lush, J., on the 17th, of December, 1877, and reported at 
42 J. P., 88, where the renewal of the appellant’s licence was refused 
om the ground of his having been once convicted of refusing to admit 
the police. Mr. Justice Lush remarked :—‘‘ The justices before the 
passing of the Licensing Act, 1872, could in their discretion refuse to 
tenew the licence. It is true that after three convictions they have 
tow no discretion to grant the renewal, but surely they have still 
4 discretion even after one conviction to refuse it.” So in Reg. v. 
Birmingham Justices, reported ‘at 40 J. P. 132, where a licensee had 

fined on one occasion only for an offence under the Licensing 
Act, and the justices had refused to renew the licence, the Court of 
Queen’s Bench said the justices would have abandoned their duty had 
they not refused to renew the licence. Without being understood to 
foncur in this strong expression of opinion as to the ‘‘duty” of 
ensing magistrates in such a case, I may perhaps be permitted to 
tite this judgment as showing, at all events, that there is no good 
for the opinion sometimes advanced that three convictions are 

to enable magistrates to refuse the renewal of an existing 
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REVIEWS. 


THE BILLS OF EXCHANGE ACT, 


ComMENTARY ON THE Brits or Excuanez Act, 1882. By W. D. Txon- 
BuRN, Advocate. London: W. Maxwell & Son; Edinburgh: Bell & 
Bradfute. 


This volume comes to us from north of the Tweed as a contribution 
towards the better understanding of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882. 
It was during the passage of the Bill through Parliament that the inten- 
tion of extending its operation to Scotland was formed, and the carrying 
out of this intention necessitated the purging of the Bill of many 
English technical legal phrases which would have rendered it more or 
less obscure to Scotch lawyers. As this change must have greatly 
assisted in rendering the Act intelligible to bankers and traders, it is a 
matter for congratulation. 

Mr. Thorburn, in his work on the Act, gives us a short introduction, 
and then takes us through the Act section by section, introducing notes 
between the clauses explanatory of the statute. His book, as a whole, 
contains much useful material, but it wants arrangement and finish, and 
this want is not diminished by the extreme poverty of the index, which, 
in a book consisting of “ notes” scattered up and down an Act of 100 
sections, is a matter of the first importance. The Times, speaking of 
this Act, recently said :—‘“ Codification, until lately supposed to be one 
of the inner mysteries of jurisprudence, has been grasped by men of 
business as a practical conception, and in the case of the Bills of 
Exchange Act successfully carried into execution.” To a large extent, 
no doubt, this is true, but one does not need a large acquaintance with 
the Act itself to be made aware that there is much which remeins 
undone—that a good deal more law relating to this subject might have 
been advantageously codified. These yet uncodified portions should be 
laid hands on by editors of the new Act, and brought into prominence 
alongside what has already been codified. Mr. Thorburn, however, has 
not made use of his opportunity in this respect. Some of the points 
that might thus be dealt with are such as the powers of corporations in 
bill transactions ; what a drawer or holder of a bill is estopped from 
asserting or denying ; the law as to post-dated cheques, vaguely stated in 
the Act, section 13, to be not invalid by reason only that they are post- 
dated. When Mr. Thorburn does give us such information he does not 
present it to us in quite the best form. For example, at page 82 he 
devotes more than a page to explaining what is a “‘holder in due 
course,” and suddenly, in the midst of this long note, which consists 
mainly of a résumé of various sections of the Act, we alight upon a 
couple of points decided in Jones v. Gordon which have not been brought 
out distinctly in the Act, and, having been omitted there, should have 
occupied a more prominent position in Mr. Thorburn’s volame, More- 
over, his notes generally need condensation, being many of them unneces- 
sarily long, while some of them are almost purely historical—eg., the 
note on Currie v. Misa occupying nearly the whole of page 78, and the 
note on “ crossed cheques” occupying eight pages (pp. 175—82). 

Mr. Thorburn does not seem to have any special gift for 

difficulties, or if he has, it is not apparent, since the etudy of the Act 
does not seem to have led him to light upon any. We have consulted 
him upon several, but he affords us no information one way or the 
other. For example, under section 76, sub-section 1, which permits the 
crossing of a cheque with the words “not negotiable,” Mr. 

in a note to that section, expressly refers us to section 8 of the Act, 
which says that such an instrument containing “ words prohibiting 
transfer is valid between the parties thereto, but is not negotiable. 
But this cannot mean that such a cheque is “not negotiable,” for such 
@ crossing is not appended with any such object, but in order that the 
holder for the time being may take it with all the equities attaching. 
Mr. Thorburn, however, is entirely silent upon the matter. We have 
one further criticism to make, and that is to object to the number of 
notes which rely merely upon the tpse dizit of the author. The 
information they contain may be absolutely trustworthy; nevertheless, 
for many reasons, we should be glad to have the sources of further 
information pointed out to us. In conclusion, we have only to say that 
while possessing very considerable merit, there is a certain want of grip 
about this book which causes it to fall short of what it might have 
been. 


SCOTTISH DIGNITIES, 


Norges on Dionitmes in THs Peerage or Scor.anp wHich are Dormant 
OR WHICH HAVE BEEN Forrsirep, By W. QO. Hewuerr, F.S.A., 
Solicitor. Wildy & Sons. 


Mr. Hewlett’s learned work is of a very different kind from the 
ordinary run of law books. It is neither a digest of cases nor a 
collection of extracts from authorities, bu 

research. To those who are engaged in peerage claims the book will be 
tical utility. It is not a mere dry-as-dust compilation, but 


of great prac’ 
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book for information about any one definite point, the introduction will 
be the most interesting part. It is only to be regretted that Mr. Hewlett 
should not have written more on a subject which he understands so well. 
He describes the nature of Scottish dignities, contrasting the mode of 
their creation with that which has been usual in the case of English 
peerages, and points out how and why so many Scottish dignities are 
now open to claims. The number of forfeited Scottish peerages is, of 
course, in a great measure duc to the attainders following the Stuart 
risings in 1715 and 1745. Except some baronies in abeyance there are 
few dormant English peerages, but in Scotland there are many, owing to 
the extended destinations of Scottish peerages and other peculiarities of 
their limitation. The forfeited as well as the dormant peerages may be 
the subject of claims, It is not, of course, possible to lay down precisely 
the grounds upon which attainders and decreets of forfaulture may be 
reversed, but it is, perhaps, not too much to say now that few claims 
which should be satisfactorily made out but for such a bar would be 
hopelessly brought forward. The bulk of Mr. Hewlett’s work is occupied 
by detailed accounts of the various dormant and forfeited peerages. The 
origin of each is stated, its descent indicated, and the person now entitled 
to raise a claim to it is either designated by name, or, where that is not 
possible, the direction is pointed out in which such a person must be 
sought, and the line through which his proof would have to be deduced 
is suggested. Mr. Hewlett writes excellently, and shows that literary 
style in a legal work is by no means inconsistent with lucidity and 
terseness. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE REMUNERATION ORDER. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—A general order as to costs based on Liverpool practice must of 
necessity be a mistake. Allow me to give my personal experience of such 
practice. 

Some little time back a relative of mine consulted a leading firm of 
auctioneers in Liverpool as to the sale of her residential property in the 
neighbourhood, and they advised her not to sell by auction, but by 
private contract. Acting under their advice, she placed the property in 
the hands of a local estate agent named by them. The property was 
sold at a price one-fifth below what she had been advised it was worth, 
and the agent received a fee of £400. Had the auctioneers sold they 
would have received £5 or £10. 

Can it be doubted that my relative lost the advantage of a sale by 
competition partly because the paltry fee paid to the auctioneers makes 
them indifferent to sales by auction, when very considerable sums are to 
be obtained by sales by private contract ? 

The estate agent (whom I urged to let the property be offered at the 
London Auction Mart by an auctioneer working with him) most posi- 
tively stated over and over again to me that, as no outsiders ever settled 
in the neighbourhood of Liverpool, a sale by auction would not be of the 
least benefit. 

Sales of residential property about the neighbourhood of Liverpool 
are not put up for auction, as such property only finds a local market. 

Is it not intensely ludicrous on the part of the framers of the new 
Order to force on the public generally a system which is as peculiar to the 
individual circumstances of a locality as the manorial customs are to a 
manor, and which, if even it works fairly well at Liverpool, can only 
tend elsewhere to degrade the auctioneer, and to deprive the public of the 
benefit of the present healthy competition in sales by anction ? 

Feb. 13, A Lonpon Soticrror. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—That there is evidently great perplexity (and naturally so) 
amongst the members of the legal profession as to how to meet the 
arising under the above Order, more especially that portion 
of it which refers to commission as between auctioneer and solicitor, is 
very evident from a perusal of not only the professional law papers, but 
also of those reed by the general public. It is also very evident that 
the profession is suffering greatly through the want of a leading guide 
and authority, which is certainly surprising, and one may well inquire, 
what has become of the Incorporated Law Society? and what is it 
doing? Why does it not speak out (and to the point) at once? In the 
meanwhile there is nothing but suggestion and proposal ad nauseam, 
and everyone has a different . We are all like sheep, astray. 
Might not the following (if generally applied) meet the case as to com- 
mission between auctioneer and solicitor above mentioned ly, in 
all contracts to insert a condition that the purchaser should pay at a 
certain (the usual) rate per cent. the commission due to the auctioneer, 

and at present paid by the vendor ? R. N. B. 











[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 
Sir,—Referring to the article on this subject in your issue of the 
10th inst., kindly allow me to state that I am not at present, or 





ever have been, reluctant to deal with the negotiation fee in private 
sales, which, no doubt, is a very important matter. It was the leader 
writer in the Zimes, and not myself, who ‘‘ judiciously omitted to dig. 
cuss” the subject. Tae leading journal dealt principally with the 
costs allowed to vendors’ solicitors on sales by auction, and condemned 
the entire Order because those allowances appeared inadequate, In 
my letters to your contemporary I went fully into that matter, and I 
don’t think I should now be charged with shirking a question that 
had not then been raised. However, I will frankly reply to your 
query, and also to that of your correspondent “ M. N.” 

I have not the slightest hesitation in saying that country solicitors 
(north of the River Trent at any rate) are generally well satisfied 
with the allowance for deducing title, &c., on private sales without 
considering the negotiation fee at all. In fact, my experience as a 
costs draftsman las shown that a country solicitor is almost ag 
seldom employed to negotiate a sale or a purchase privately as a 
London practitioner, and consequently will content himself with one 
fee, unless the transaction is after an attempted sale by auction, when 
he would have a special allowance under rule 2. 

The various reasons for their satisfaction with the smaller fee ara 
not difficult to understand. Fifteen or twenty years ago country 
solicitors frequently received considerably more than they are now 
content with, notwithstanding the cost of living, &c., is now far more, 
but the ‘‘ cutting down” system and other evils have done much to 
bring the profession to its present unsatisfactory position. If thought 
desirable I shall, however, be glad to deal with those questions 
in another letter. . Joun Hoven, 

Feb. 14. Author of ‘*‘ Handy Guide to Conveyancing Costs.” 

P.S.—I am glad to see ‘‘M. N.” has pointed out one serious 
omission from the Order—viz., a special allowance in register counties; 
this should certainly be remedied. J. H. 


[We shall be glad to hear from our correspondent on the questions 
he mentions.—Eb. S, J.] 





THE MARRIED WOMEN’S PROPERTY ACT, 1882,—PROBATE,; 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 
Sir,—I wish to prove the will of a married woman who died in 


January last possessed of separate property, but I have been informed at |) 
the Principal Registry that, notwithstanding the above Act, it will still} 
be necessary to take out either a limited grant,. or letters of administra- | 


tion with the will annexed, in accordance with the old practice, 

If I adopt the first course, delay, trouble, and expense will be caused 
in connection with the special forms and practice incidental to limited 
grants, and—what is more important—as and when other assets fall in, 
further grants of the same kind must be obtained, as the stamp daty 
cannot be increased as in the case of an ordinary probate. 

If I take out letters of administration, the same objection as to special 
forms and practice will apply, and, in addition, someone must be found 
who will be willing to join in the administration bond after being told 
that his liability as surety will continue until the trusts of the will have 
been wound up. 

Having regard to the recent Act, the present practice, therefore, 
appears to be an anomaly, and if married ladies are to be placed in the 
full enjoyment of their newly-acquired testamentary rights, there should 
be corresponding facilities for obtaining probate. B. D. H. 





THE MARRIED WOMEN’S PROPERTY ACT, 1882. 
[Lo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—In your article on the “ Effect of the Married Women’s Property 
Act upon Settlements,” in your number for February 10, you say, “In 
framing, for the future, the provision for settling the after-acquired 
property of the intended wife, the clause should not be expressed to be 
the agreement of all parties,” but “‘if inserted at all, should hepcefor- 
ward assume the shape of a covenant by the intended wife, and by het 
alone.” 

From this I venture to differ. Suppose a legacy is left to a married 
woman. The trustees of the will would be bound, if they had no notice 
of any settlement, to hand over the legacy to the wife upon her receipt 
alone. It cannot be said to be altogether improbable that the wife 
would thereupon, in spite of any covenant by her to settle that legacy, 
hand it over to her husband. Now I think the legacy would be mach 
more likely to find its way into the settlement if beth the husband and 
wife had agreed to settle after-acquired property of the wife, and thereby 
had each become bound to carry out that agreement so far as each one 
could, than if it depended merely upon the covenant by the wife. © 

Your apprehension that the husband might, under such an ag 
be held “ liable in damages for the failure or refusal of the wife to fulfil 
her contract,” even when the husband could not prevent her eo 
breaking it, seems to be met by the case of Dawes v. Tredwell (L, Be 
18 Ch. D. 354), which you cite in your article. , 

For these reasons, it seems to mo that the agreement by both parties 
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settle after-acquired property of the wife should still be retained in a 
narriage settlement. H. M. H. 


[Our correspondent is mistaken in supposing that, in the case he puts, 

additional security would be conferred by the agreement or covenant 

of the husband, since he, taking the fund with notice, would be himself a 

trnstee: see Lewin p. 224. As to the second point, H. M. H. fails to give 

due weight to the radical change in the law respecting Married Women’s 

Dawes y. Tredwell was decided on one state of facts; the 

courts will henceforward have to deal with one completely differrnt—so 

different that possibly a different construction may be puf upon the 
husband’s covenant.—Eb. S. J.] 











CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Bit or SaLe—RucistTRATION—Time—Bitts oF Saxe Act, 1882, s. 8— 
RerrosPective Errect.—On the 14th inst, the Court of Appeal affirmed 
the decision of Fry, J., in Aickson v. Darlow (ante, p. 234), as to the 
retrospective effect of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882. Section 3 of the Act 

idea that the Act, ‘‘ unless the contract otherwise requires, shall not 
apply to any bill of sale duly registered before the commencement of this 
Act, 80 long as the registration thereof is not avoided by non-renewal or 
otherwise.” And, by section 8, ‘‘every bill of sale shall be registered 
under the principal Act ”—i.¢., the Act of 1878—* within seven clear days 
after the execution thereof, . . . otherwise such bill of sale shall be 
void in respect of the personal chattels comprised therein.” The Act came 
into operation on the ist of November, 1882. In the present case a bill of 
sale was executed on the 5th of October, 1882, and it was not registered 
within seven days after its execution. Fry, J., held that section 8 did not 
apply to such a case. JEssEL, M.R., said it was impossible to read section 
8 as retrospective in the sense contended for. The Act did not come into 
operation till after the seven days had expired, and it was impossible after 
it had come into operation that the registration could be made within the 
seven days. To hold that the omission to do that which it was impossible 
to do rendered the bill of sale void would be absurd. The Legislature 
could never have intended that. Linpizy, L.J., said it was quite impossible 
to hold that section 8 was retrospective, sc as to destroy the validity of an 
unregistered bill of sale executed before the Act came into operation.— 
Soricrrors, Collyer-Bristow & Co. ; Gregory, Roweliffes, § Co. 





Destor’s SUMMONS—DIsMissaAL—EQUITABLE DeFENcE—CREDITOR’s DEED 
—Banxkruptcy Act, 1869, s. 7.—In a case of Ex parte Foster, before the 
Court of Appeal on the 8th inst., a question arose as to the nature of the de- 
fence to an alleged debt which will justify the dismissal of a debtor's summons, 
Section 7 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, provides that “a debtor’s summons 
may be granted by the court on a ereditor proving to its satisfaction that a 
debt sufficient to support a petition in bankruptcy is due to him from the 

in against whom the summons is sought, and that the creditor has failed 
obtain payment of his debt, after using reasonable efforts to do so ;” and 
that ‘any debtor served with a debtor's summons may apply to the court to 
dismiss such summons, on the ground that he is not indebted to the creditor 
serving such summons, or that he is not indebted to such amount as will justify 
such oreditor in presenting a bankruptcy petition against him.’”’ The debtors 
in the present case, who were traders, being in difficulties, convened a private 
meeting of their creditors, at which the greater number of the creditors (but 
not the whole) were present. A resolution was passed that a deed of assignment 
of thedebtors’ estate and effectsshould be made to three persons named, as trustees 
for the benefit of the creditors, with power for them to carry on the business 
for such time as they should think fit, and to sell the concern as a going con- 
tern, or otherwise. A deed of assignment was to be prepared. The resolution 
was signed by the chairman of the meeting, but by no one else. There was a 
dispute whether the resolution had been carried unanimously. The next day 
the debtors handed over possession. of all their assets, including their lease- 
hold premises, to the persons named in the resolution as trustees, aud they 
Carried on the business for some time. A draft of a deed of assignment to the 
trustees was prepared, but the deed was never completed. A few days after 
the possession had been given up by the debtors, one of the creditors who had 
been present at the meeting, but as to whom it was in dispute whether he had 
or had not assented to it, served on the debtors a debtor’s summons for the 
debt which he claimed. The debtors applied to the court to dismiss the sum- 
mons, on the ground that they were not indebted in the amount claimed, and 
the registrar of the Manchester County Court dismissed the summons, on the 
ground that the summoning creditor had assented to the resolution, and was 
therefore estopped from issuing the summons. Bacon, ©.J., reversed the 
ision, on the ground that, there being a legal debt due of an amount 
isnt to sustain a bankruptcy petition, the court was bound under the Act 
toallow the summons to remain, though it might possibly, if it had been 
‘sked to do so, have pie (pon the proceedings under it. The Oourt of 
‘ppeal (JesszL, M.R., and Linpiey and Bowsn, L,JJ.) affirmed the decision, 
Yvugh on somewhat different grounds. Jessen, M.R., thought that the 
Chnt Judge had put too narrow a construction on the Act, and he should be 
tt} to have it supposed that the power of the Court of Bankruptoy to dismiss 
t debtr’s summons was so restricted as the Chief Judge seemed to have supposed. 
=a Obiect of section 7 clearly wag to compel a man who could not pay his debts 
ecomnit an act of bankruptcy. If the man could show that no debt was 
D payable, an action for the debt could not be maintained. The old dis- 
btion between an action which could be defended at law, and an action 





ich could only be restrained in equity, had now disappeared. If the, 


action was one which formerly could have been restrained 
grounds, it could now be defended on the same grounds. 
that the debt must be sufficient to support a bankraptey peti 
that purpose it must not only be a debt, but an exigable debt. For 
a debt which was barred by the Statute of Limitations was a debt, 
would not support a petition in bankruptoey. So again, if t 
mortgage debt presently payable, but the mortgage deed  otliall 
rant by the mortgagee that he would not sue for the debt for five 
provided that the interest was regularly paid, and the interest had 
regularly paid, that would be # good defence to an action for the debt. 
would not support a bankruptcy petition, nor could a debtor’s summons 
issued for it. IS did not signify what the ground of defence was, 
equitable. If in an action for the debt the verdict would be for the defendan 
on equitable grounds, this fact would preclude the creditor from proceeding 
in bankruptcy on the debt, and this was a ground for dismissing the debtor's 
snmmons. If this was not so, the result would be that a man could be 
made a bankrupt for a debt for which he could not be sued. If there waa 
any equitable defence to the debt claimed, it could be used as an answer to 
the debtor’s summons, The question then was, whether the debtors in the 
present case had any equitable defence. They must show something which 
precluded the creditor from enforcing the present payment of his debt. His 
lordship would assume, for the purpose of his decision, that the creditor 
assented to the resolution, But was the resolution binding as an agreement at 
common law? His lordship was of opinion that there never was any 

ment at all, The meaning of the resolution was that all the creditors should 
concur in it. It was no doubt supposed that all the creditors would come 
in, bat they did not, and that being so, there was no agreement binding on 
any one. The creditor was not bound by any acquiescence in the i 
which was given by the debtors to the trustees, for he was no party to it. 
He could not prevent the debtors from giving possession, and this could not 
affect his legal rights. Liuvpiey, L.J., was of the same opinion. By the 
words ‘‘is due,” in section 7, he understood “ is enforceable” against the 
debtor. The words were not to be read in the restricted sense in which they 
would have been read in a pleading at common law. Could the debtors before 
the Judicature Act have obtained an injunction to restrain an action for the 
debt ? It was obvious they would have had no defence to the action at law, 
and they could not have obtained an injunction, for no one was bound by the 
resolution until something more had been done. It was a mere i 
arrangement which contemplated the execution of a deed by all the credi- 
tors. The handing over of their assets by the debtors was premature ; it 
was never contemplated that this should be done until the deed had been 
executed, Bowen, l.J., conourred.—Soticrrors, Gregory, Roweliffes, & Co. ; 
Tamplin, Taylor, & Joseph. 
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Wrii1—Construction—Girr oF ALL Property with ExcepTion—FAaiLure 
OF EXCEPTED Girt.—In a case of Blight v. Hartnoll, before the Coart of 
Appeal on the 13th inst., the following question of will construction arose. 
A testatrix gave all her personal estate (except a certain debt and a certain 
wharf) toC. She then made certain dispositions of the debt and the wharf, 
but these dispositions failed, and the question. was whether the excepted 
property fell into the gift of all the personal estate, or whether it went to 
the next of kin of the testatrix as undisposed of. Fry, J., held (30 W. R. 
513, 516) that the excepted property fell into the gift of all the 
estate, and this decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal (Jzssex, M.R. 
and Liypiey and Bowen, L.JJ.).—Soxicrrors, Owles $ Collinson ; T. Si: 

W. Bristow ; G. T. Shaft. 
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Costs—SHortuHanp Notes oF EvipENcE AND JuDGMENT—COPIES FoR 
Use or CounseL anp Court or ApPEAL—Soxicrtor’s Fes—ADDITIONAL 
Routes or Court, August, 1875 (Costs), Orv. 6, Scuep. (Corrs).—In a 
case of The Singer Manufacturing Company v. Loog, before the Court of 
Appeal on the 81st ult,, a question arose as to the fee to which a solicitor is 
entitled for printed*copies of shorthand notes of evidence taken at the trial 
of an action. The schedule to order 6 of the Additional Rules of Coart of 
August, 1875, provides, under the head ‘* Copies,” that “‘ where, porsuant to 
rules of court, any pleading, special case, or petition of right, or evidence is 
printed, the solicitor of the party printing shall be allowed for a copy for the 
printer (except when made es the officer of the court) fourpence per folio ; 
and for examining the preof print twopence per folio, and for printi 
amount actually and properly paid to the printer, not exceeding one 
per folio. In addition to the allowances for printing and taking prin 
copies, there shall be allowed for such printed copies as may be n 
proper for the following, but no other purposes—viz. (inter alia), and of any 
pleading, special case, petition of right, or evidence for the use of counsel i 
court, twopence per folio on the lower scale, and threepence per folio on the 
higher scale. Such additional allowances for printed copies for the court or 
judge, and for counsel, are not to be made where written copies have been 
wade previously to printing, and are not in any case to be made more than 
once in the progress of the cause.” At the trial of this action, before Bacon, 
V.C., the plaintiffs employed a shorthand writer to take notes of the evidence. 
The notes were transcribed and then printed, and on each day which 
the trial lasted a printed copy of the evidence taken on the day 
was furnished to the counsel on each side, An agreement was en into 
between the solicitors that the costs of the an is cate cad oe 

the way 
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of five-eighthe by the plaintiffs and three-eighths by the defendant, This 
oportion was fixed because the had five counsel and the 


efendant bad retained three. 
plaintiffs, but his decision was reversed by the Court of Appeal, The Court 
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of Appeal directed that the defendant was to be allowed the costs of the short- 
hand notes of the evidence. The order as drawn up contained the following 
direction :—A reference to the taxing master to tax the plaintifis their costs 
of the action up to the date of delivery of the statement of defence, and to 
tax the defendant his costs of the action since that date “and his costs of this 


appeal, and of taking, transcribing, and printing the shorthand notes of the | co 


evidence.” Then a set-off and payment of the balance wag directed. On the 
taxation the taxing master allowed the defendant for the costs of the short- 
hand notes, only the sum which his solicitors had actually paid to the plain. 
tiffs’ solicitors as their three-eighths of the costs out of pocket (i.¢., of the 
shorthand writer's and printer’s charges), and declined to allow the fee of three- 
pence per folio for the printed copies used, to which the defendant’s solicitors 
claimed to be entitled under the above rule. It was admitted that, thongh 
the order was drawn up in the above form, the Court of Appeal did not make 
any special order, but intended to make the common order as to the costs of 
shorthand notes when allowed, and the shorthand notes of what took place in 
the Court of Appeal showed that this was so. It was contended on behalf of 
the plaintiffs that the above rule did not apply, because the defendant’s 
solicitors had performed no work themselves or by their clerks in relation to 
the copies. The court (Jesset, M.R., and Linptey and Bowen, L.JJ.), 
however, held that the rule applied, and that the defendant’s solicitors were 
entitled to the fee of threepence per folio for the printed copies of the short- 
hand notes properly used. And the court allowed three copies of the notes 
of the evidence for the use of the defendant’s counsel, and three copies of the 
Viee-Chancellor’s judgement for the use of the three judges of the Court of 
Appeal. Jxsszx, M.R., said that there had been a slip in drawing up the 
ane of the Court of Appeal, ‘and it arose from the defendant’s solicitors try- 
ing to make the order as favourable as they could to themselves, by putting in 
as much as possible, the result being that it did not inclade as much as the 
common order would, The order must be altered into the common form, and 
it would be simply to tax the defendant his costs of the action since the date 
mentioned, and of the appeal, “ and of the shorthand notes of the evidence and 
judgment.” This form would include the fee of threepence per folio to which 
the solicitors were entitled for copies under the rule. A direction would be 
given to the taxing master to allow that fee on the number of copies already 
mentioned. No costs of the appeal would be given, for the slip in the order 
had been caused by the over-anxiety of the defendant's solicitors to make the 
order as good for themselves as they could, and the plaintiffs had resisted the 
claim of the defendant which was properly made. Linptey, LJ., and 
Bowen, L.J., concurred.—Soticitors, M. Abrahams & Co.; G. D. Wans- 
borough, 


Insotvent Lunatic—Banxruptcy Pertrion—Auruority To CoMMITTEE 
TO CONSENT To ADJUDICATION.—In a case of In re Lee, a lunatic so found 
by inguisition, an application was, on the 7th inst., made to the Court of 
Lunacy, by the committee of the lunatic, for leave to sign a liquidation peti- 
tion on his behalf, or to consent to an adjudication of bankruptcy being made 
against him op a creditor’s petition. Under the order of the Court of Lunacy 
the committee had for some time carried on the business of the lunatic, at 
first successfully, but latterly without success, and the committee deposed 
that, in his belief, the business had become insolvent. Several creditors had 
commenced actions against the committee. In some of them judgments had 
been recovered, and writs of elegit issued, and other actions were threatened. 
‘T’he committee said that he had no defence to any of the actions, except one 
and no funds to satisfy the same, and that, if the estate of the lunatic was not, 
wound up immediately, it would be wasted in legal proceedings. <A creditor 
had presented a bankraptcy petition against the lunatic, but the registrar of 
the court had refused to proceed upon the petition, on the ground that the 
lunatic could not commit an act of bankruptcy without the sanction of the 
lunacy jurisdiction. The court (Jzssex, M.R., and LinpLey and Bowen, 
L.JJ.) ht that the better course would be to authorize the committee to 
consent to an adjudication of bankruptcy against the lunatic on the creditor’s 
petition, and they gave him authority accordingly.—Soxicirors, Bell, Brod- 
rick, & Gray. 





Company—WinDInc up—LaNDLORD—DisTREss FoR Rent—CoLLATERAL 
Srecurirr—Companigs Act, 1862, 8. 163.—Ina caseof In re The Carriage Co- 
operative Supply Association, before Fry, J., on the 12th inst., a question arose 
as to giving liberty toa landlord to proceed with a distress for rent levied 

the pes. of a company in liquidation. The company were in occupation of 
the landlord’s premises under an agreement for an underlease entered into 
between them and the landlord's lessee, but the landlord had never accepted 
the company as his tenants. A sum of £900 for arrears of rent was due 
from the lessee to the landlord, and the company, after some negotiation, 
agreed to pay him £450, and to give him a promissory note for £450, which was 
to be payable in instalments. If default was made in payment of any one 
instalment the whole amount of the note was at once to become due. Default 
‘was made in payment of the first instalment, and the landlord, on March 24, 
ay in a distress for the £450 ; on March 10 a petition had been presented 

or the winding up of the company, and on March 26 a winding-up order was 
made, The landlord applied for leave to enforce his distress, and the appli- 
cation was resisted on the ground that, by reason of the promissory note, the 
landlord was a creditor of the company for the amount of the rent, and, 
being thus entitled to prove in the winding up, the court would not allow him 
also is distrese. Fry, J., held that the landlord ought to be 
allowed to enforce the distress. He said that in construing section 168 the 
" proceeded upon equitable considerations. And result of the 
the landlord was a stranger to the company, he was 

allowed to enforce his distress ; but if he had a right to prove in the winding 
up for the rent, he would not be allowed to do so, The present question was 
s new one. When the landlord had a right to prove in the winding up in 






respect of a collateral security given by the company for the amountof there 

was he tobe deprived of his right of distress ? ying the same : 

kone ro the previous tans gr founded, his = 
landlord, a stranger company, as regarded. 

original right of distres, ought not to be deprived it by reason of the 

ateral security which be had taken from ‘he company.—Sozicirons, 

i $ Nickinson; W. Maynard ; C, Harcourt. ; 





Mortcace—PaYuent OF Morrcace Dest witHout RE-CONVEYANCE— 
Revestine In Morraacor—Starvurs or Liammrations (3 & 4 WILL. 4, c. 27), 
s. 34,—In a case of Sande to Thompson, before Fry, J., on the 8th inst., ¢ 
question arose as to the effect of section $4 of the Statute of Limitations 
(3 & 4 Will, 4, c. 27)—viz., wheth @ mortgage debt is paid off, the 
legal estate in the mortgaged property is, Dy Tapse of time, revested in the 
mortgagor without the necessity of a re-conveyance. A purchaser of real 
estate took the objection that the legal estate in the property was outstanding 
in a mortgagee who had been paid off, and required that this legal estate 
should be got in by the mortgagee. The mortgage had been paid off more 
| than twelve years ago, but there was no evidence that a re-conveyance had 
been executed by the mortgagee. The mortgage did not provide that on 
payment of the debt the mortgagee should be a trustee of the estate for the 
mortgagor. Fry, J,, held that the effect of section 34 was to revest the 
legal estate in the mortgagee by the lapse of time, and overruled the 
objection.—Soxricrrors, Soames & Thompson ; Field, Roscoe, & Co, 





ExecttoR—REeTAINER—SoLICITOR—ConFLicT OF INTEREST wiTH Duty 10 
Cirent.—In a case of Birt v. Burt, before Fry, J., on the 27th ult., a question 
arose as to the right of an administrator to retain, out of moneys in his hands 
belonging to the estate, a debt due to him by the intestate. The action was 
for the administration of the estate, which was insolvent, the administrator 
being the defendant. The administrator was a solicitor, and he was a partner 
in the firm of solicitors who were acting for the plaintiff in theaction. On the 
21st of Mareh, on the application of the plaintiff by his solicitors, an order was 
made appointing a receiver, on his giviog ery ° to collect and get in the ont 
standing personal estate of the iatestate. On the application for this order an 
affidavit was made by the defendant in which he said that he approved of the 
appointment of the person who was proposed as receiver, believing him 
to be a proper person. The receiver did not execute his recognizance till the 
12th of April, and it was ares by the judge and enrolled on the 29th of 
April. Meanwhile, on the 8th of April, the defendant had received the pro- 
ceeds of the sale of some furniture of the intestate, and he claimed the right to 
retain out of this money a debt due to himself by the intestate. It wus urged 
on his behalf that the order appointing the receiver had no operation until he 
had given his security, reliance being ‘placed on Edwards v. Edwards (24 
W. R. 713, L. R, 2 Ch. D. 291), and that, until the security had been given, 
the administrator was the only person who had a legal right to receive the 
money, and that, when he had received it, his legal right of retainer attached. 

Fry, J., beld that under the circumstances the right could not be exercised. 
Asa creditor of the intestate the defendant had an interest in getting the 
assets into his hands in order that he might exercise his right of retainer. He 
had, however, as a member of the firm’ who were the plaintiff's solicitors, 
assumed a duty inconsistent with that right. The estate was insotvent, and 
the plaintiff had an interest in the equal distribution of the assets; the de- 
fendant had an interest in the unequal distribution of the assets. By assu 

this duty on behalf of the plaintiff the defendant had, in his lordsbip’s opinion, 
precluded himself from exercising his inconsistent right of retainer. 
coming to this conclusion, his lordship thought that he was acting in accordance 
with the decision of Lord Lyndhurst in Wickens v. Townshend (1 R. & M, 361), 
—Soxicrrors, Ingle, Cooper, & Holmes ; Webb, Stock, § Burt, 
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PRACTICETAXATION OF Costs—Szgrriep Account—Cross-ExAMINA- 
TION OF RESPONDENT.—In the case of In re Beyfus, before Chitty, J., on the 
9th inst., a motion was made by a petitioner who had obtained a common: 
order to tax a bill of costs asking that a member of the firm of 
solicitors who had been cross-examined before the taxing master, but had 
declined to answer certain questions, might again attend before the 
master at his own expense and be cross-examined. The respondent 
on the ground that his affidavit showed that the account was settled, and 
the petitioner before ee him was bound to put in an affidavit in 
contradiction of the respondent’s affidavit. Currry, J., said that, all 
it could not be disputed that the taxing master could not open a sett 
account, yet he could properly inquire into the fact whether there was or was 
not a settled account, pace aon, of course, to the right of either party to refer the 
question to the court. If the taxing master found there was a settled account, 
he, of course, could not go behind it, for this could be only done by an action 
alleging fraud or other exceptional circumstances. The respondent had made 
a mistake in declining to answer to questions put to him. e petitioner was 
entitled to test the accuracy of any statement made in reference to the issue 
raised before the taxing master—namely, whether there had or had not 
a settlement of the account. The respondent must“therefore again 
before the taxing master.—Soricitors, Gregory, Roweliffes, & Co. ; 
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Practice—PLeapiInc—MortToaGe—Forgc.osurk—DsgFicreNnt Seems 
—PrerarED MINUTES DISPENSING wITH AccouNT.—lIn the case of 
v. Owen, before Chitty, J.,on the 10th inst,, the plaintiffs, equitably met 
gagees in a foreclosure action, moved, in default of pleading, for j 
prepared minutes dispensing with account and asking for immediate sale. 138 
attention of the court was called to the case of Wade v. Wilson (31 W. Ba #4 
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1B, 22 Ch. D. 285), where Fry, J., had directed an account, bat where it did 
that the statement of claim alleged that anything was owing on 
’ . By the statement of claim in the case now before the court, it 
‘ that there was a deficiency. It.was observed that the 
better have been to have pleaded in terms that the security was 
Currry, J., made an order dispensing with the usual account.— 


SOLICITORS, Byrne ¢ Lucas, for Williams § Hughes, Carnarvon. 


Moumicrrat, Corroration—Spzorat Act—Consent or ‘* Masority”’ oF 
Town Counci.—Montcrrat Corporations Act, 1835 (5 & 6 Witt. 4, c. 76), 
s, 69.—In the case of The Mayor, §c., of Dartmouth v. The Dartmouth 
Harbour Commissioners, before Chitty, J., on the 13th inst., a motion was 
made for an interim injunction to restrain the defendants from constracting a 
certain embankment. By section 18 of the Dartmouth Harbour Improvement 
Act, 1882, it is : owe that no portion of the embankment referred to shall 
beconstructed without the previous consent of a majority of not less than 
two-thirds of the council of the corporation in writing under their corporate 
geal. At a meeting held fifteen members of the town council were present, of 
whom ten voted in favour of constructing the embankment and five against. 
The corporation consisted in all of sixteen members, and it was now contended 
that the majority required by the statute was not the majority of members 

t at a meeting, but a majority of all the members of the council. Currry, 
., said that the term majority must be held to mean by implication a majority 
at amecting duly convened. That this must be so here was moreover clear 
from a consideration of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1835, s, 69, to which 
the 18th section of the special Act evidently referred. The motion was dis- 
missed.—Soricttors, J, E. Fox & Co., for R. W. Prideaux, Dartmouth ; 
J. B. Batten $ Co. 





Drvorce—Dxsrrtion—ConDoNATION—REVIVAL BY SUBSEQUENT A DUL- 
Tary.—In the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division, on ‘Saturday, 

february 10, the suit of Blandford v.: Blandford was heard before the 
President of the Division without a jury. The petitioner, the Marchioness of 
Blendford, prayed for a dissolution of her marriage with the respondent on 
the ground of his adultery, cruelty, and desertion, The respondent, by his 
answer, denied the petitioner's allegations, but his counsel took no part in the 
hearing, The parties were married in 1869. In 1875 dissensions arose 
between them in gry ome of the relations existing between the respondent 
and the Countess of Aylesford, and in the same year the respondent was 
guilty of an act of cruelty. The parties lived apart until March, 1876, when 
the respondent refused to cohabit with his wife, or to discontinue his 
adulterous connection with Lady Aylesford, and he remained away from his 
wife for more than two years. After repeated efforts to induce her husband 
to return to her, the petitioner presented, in February, 1878, a petition for 
& jadicial ion, and in the following month a deed of separation was 
executed. The petitioner soon afterwards heard that her husband had ceased 
to live with Lady Aylesford, and she thereupon made fresh overtures for a 
reconciliation.. After some correspondence this was agreed to, but it was 
arranged that cohabitation should not be resumed until Lord AylJesford’s 
petition for a divorce, fo which the respondent in the present suit was a co- 
respondent, had been disposed of. The decree nisi in that suit was rescinded, 
on the motion of the Queen’s Proctor, on the ground of collusion and the 
ons own adaltery, and the parties to this suit resumed cohabitation in 
uly, 1878, but in April, 1882, the petitioner discovered that her husband’s 
connection with Lady Aylesford had been resumed, and she then left him and 
commenced the present suit. On behalf of the petitioner, it was urged that 
the condoned cruelty and desertion, as well as the condoned adultery, had 
been revived by the subsequent adultery, and the cases of Palmer v. Palmer 
(28. & T. 61) and Newsome v. Newsome (40 L. J. P. & M. 71) were referred 
to, Hannen, P., said that, though he was satisfied that cruelty had been 
tted, he should not t relief on the ground of a single act which 
been committed more than seven years ago, and had since been condoned. 

@ had next to consider the effect of the subsequent adultery upon the 
Previous admitted acts of adultery and desertion which the petitioner had 
condoned. These acts had clearly been forgiven only upon the condition 
that the respondent should “sin no more,” and condonation had been 
defined as forgiveness upon condition that no legal offences are committed io 
the fatare. The cases which had been cited by the petitioner’s counsel 
thowed that, where a right to have a marriage dissolved has accrued from a 
of matrimonial offences, that combination will be revived by the 
committal of any one of those offences after condonation, Thus, condoned 
adultery was revived by subsequent cruelty, and condoned cruelty by subse- 
quent adultery, and there was no reason why subsequent adultery should not 
equally revive condoned desertion. The petitioner had, therefore, established 
tight to o decree nisi for the dissolution of the marriage on the ground of 
the respondent's adultery and desertion.—Soiciror, 4. W. White. 
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CASES BEFORE THE BANKRUPTCY REGISTRARS. 
~(Before Mr. ReaistRaR Pxrvs, sitting as Chief Judge in Bankruptcy.) 
proceedings e Parochial Magi rder f 
_ rates — istrate’s order for 
committal for non-payment—Jurisdiction to release from custody 
under such order. 


ere Sind bie tion under sections 125 and 126 of the Bankru 

Act, 1 on Desemsbes 14, 1882, On the same day the London Bankruptsy 
Court a receiver of the estate, and injunctions issued 
me including the Vestry of St. Leonard, Shoreditch, who claimed 
438 Ge, 6d, for and in respect of parochial rates, due from the debtor prior to the 





date of the. petition. On the 23rd of January, 1883, resolutions for liquidation 
by arrangement were registered, by which a trustee was appointed and the 
discharge of the debtor was granted. The. vestry applied to the magistrate 
at the Shoreditch Police Court on the 11th of January, 1883, for 9 warrant for 
the arrest of the debtor for non-payment of the said rates. The magistrate 
refused to comply with the application of the vestry on being informed of the 
injunction. .On the 22ad of January, 1883, the obtained from the 
Queen’s Bench Division of the High Coort of Justice a rule nisi calling on 
the debtor and police magistrate to show cause why an order of committal 
should not issue for non-payment of the said rates, 

Subsequently the seme magistrate issued his warrant at the request of 
the Vestry of St. Leonard, and the debtor was arrested at their suit under the 
said warrant. 

I. L. Wilkinson moved on short notice, pursuant to special leave granted, for 
* — “ the debtor from custody. 

. E. Linklater, and Mugliston, o d on behalf of the Vestry of St. 
Leonard, Shoreditch. os rere aid 

In support of the application it was urged that the amount due for parcchial 
rates was a debt proveable in the liquidation (even if a preferential one), and 
that the doctrine of Cobham v. Dalton (23 W. R. 865) applied, and that 
the discharge granted by the creditors released the right of the vestry to any 
remedy save that of proof. On behalf of the vestry it was said that the rates 
were & preferential debt, payable out of the first assets, pari passu with 
Queen’s taxes, and so were not within the rule applicable to ordinary debts 
proveable against a liquidating debtor’s estate, and that the London Bank- 
ruptcy Court would not interfere with the order of another court having a 
special statutory jurisdiction and during the pendency of a rule wisi on the 
same subject. in the Queen’s Bench Division. 

Tue Reoistnar said that, although he entertained little doubt as to his 
power to direct the rciease of the debtor from custody forthwith, be should issue 
an injunction against the Vestry of St. Leonard from p ing against the 
person and property of the debtce in respect of the said rates, following the 
words of the 289th rule of the Bankragtey Rules. 





Feb, 12.—The case this day coming on before the same registrar. sitti 
Chief Judge, upon motion directed to the Governor of Holloway Gn) oy the 
Vestry of St. Leonard, Shoreditch, the court, after argument, direcha the 
immediate discharge of the debtor from custody. 

Solicitor for the debtor, Soames. 

Solicitors for the vestry, Mills, Lockyer, & Co. 








THE ACCOMMODATION IN THE NEW 
COURTS. 


Tue following is a copy of the memorial to the Lord Chancellor, which has 
been signed by all the Queen’s Counsel of the Chancery Division, and a large 
number of members of the junior bar. 


To rue Ricut HonovuraBLe THE Lorp CHANCELLOR. 

We, the undersigned members of the bar practising in the Chancery 
Division, desire to draw your lordship’s attention to the discomfort caused to 
the bar by the present seats and fittings of the court, and to ask your lord- 
i assistance in getting the defect rectified. 

e respectfully suggest that the alterations (the particalars of which are 
specified in the schedule hereto) would materially improve the condition of the 
courts and increase the comfort of all members of both branches of the pro- 
feseion practising in them. The expense of the proposed alterations would 
probably not be large. [Here follow the signatures, } 


Tus Scuepute. 

Substitute for the Queen's Counsels’ desks flat tables of the width used in the 
old Rolls Court and the Court of Appeal in Lincoln’s-inn, with drawers and 
inkpots, such tables being divided into three by connecting-flaps for egress. 
The tables should not be closed in at the front, but should be open under- 
neath as an ordinary table is, 

Place a strip of matting along the floor of the Queen’s Counsel’s row. The 
existing floor soils the sleeves and bottoms of the gowns. 

Substitute for the juniors’ desks a continuous flat fixed slab, two feet wide, 
with inkpots, 

The inkpots in juniors’ row should be placed on a ledge made a few inches 
higher than the slab itself, like the Court of Appeal in Lincoln’s-ina, the object 
of such ledge being, first, to prevent the covering of the inkpots by papers ; 
secondly, to form a ledge for placing pens on in order that they may not be 
covered in like manner ; and, thirdly, to prevent papers being pushed over the 
back of the slab into the Queen’s Counsels’ row. 

Fit up the second row of the janiors’ seats in the same way as the first 


row. 

Inkpots should be placed in all the back juniors’ rows, and the desks there 
fitted with a ledge to prevent papers, &c., slipping off. 

All the tables and flaps in the Queen’s Counsels’ row, and the slabs in the 
joniors’ rows, should be covered with baize or cloth to prevent papers 

Make the seate continous and fixed. 

Raise the floor of the court (other than where the solicitors sit, and their 
table stands), to the level of the floor in the Queen's Counsels’ row, and 
such elevation raise in like manner and to the like extent the registrars’ 
ee ee ee, ee ean nar eee 

uce the width of the solicitors’ table in all the courts to the same width 
as it is in the Court of Appeal No. 2. 
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Advance the Queen’s Counsels’ tables and seats, so as to leave the same 
space between the solicitors’ table and the edge of the Queen’s Counsels’ table, 
as there now is between the Queen’s Counsels’ desks and the solicitors’ table in 
the Court of Appeal No. 2. 

Remove the inner doors in all the courts, and in lieu thereof place a heavy 
curtain. Place doors in the space left behind the curtain in such @ manner as 
to form a small entrance lobby there, which need be of only sufficient size to 
admit of the doors opening and persons passing in. 

In all the courts reduce the size of the space cut off at the entrances in such 
manner as to Jeave only a small lobby as last mentioned. 

In some of the courts, especially in Mr. Justice Fry’s and in Vice-Chan- 
cellor Bacon’s, a large space is wasted by cutting off a portion of each corner 
where tbe entrance doors are, 

Alter the steps leading to the juniors’ seats, so as to bring the level of the 
floor of the seats up to the end of the sitting portion of the bench. At 
present there are pieces cut at the two ends of many of the rows, which have 
already led to falls, and may hereafter lead to serious accidents. 

Alter the back rows in the joniors’ seats, so as to give a passage from one 
side of the court round the back to the other, without obliging gentlemen 
desirous to pass from one side to the other to go out of court by one door and 
in by another. 

In the foregoing it is not proposed to alter the position in which solicitors 
are seated with reference to the bar in the different courts. Neither has it 
heen thoaght fitting in any way to suggest any alteration with reference to 
the bench, though it is believed that the raising the registrars’ and the 
judges’ officers’ bench will be a convenience to the judge. 








SOCIETIES. 


es 
MANCHESTER INCORPORATED LAW ASSOCIATION. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Chancery.°j “ Lancashire.—Durivg the last year the Bill to which refer- 
ence ‘yas made in the last report of your committee for improving the 
administration of justice in the Palatine Court by conferring upon it all the 
powers now vesied in the Chancery Division of the High Court, was 
drafted, and, on the invitation of the Vice-Chancellor, a joint deputation 
of the Liverpool and Manchester Law Societies had an interview with him, 
when the Bill was fully discussed and approved. At a subsequent interview 
the Vice-Chancellor informed the deputations that he had submitted the Bill 
to the Lord Chancellor, who approved of its scope as regards the jurisdiction 
of the court, but that his lordship found that, with regard ‘to the powers pro- 
posed to be included to authorize the court to direct transfers of, and to make 
vesting orders as to, stock, the Bank of England raised such strong objections 
that it was deemed advisable to withdraw those clauses for the present. In 
consequence of the difficulties thus raised, and the block of all but the most 
pressing business, it was found impossible to carry the Bill through, but your 
committee trust that it may be brought in with greater success next 
session. 

Legal Procedure.—Neither the report of the Lord Chancellor's Committee 
on Legal Procedure nor that of the Committee of the Incorporated Law 
Society who had considered that report having dealt with several points of 
preat importance to the provinces, a conference between the committees of 
the Liverpool and Manchester Law Societies took place in the month of 
March, when the following resolutions were agreed upon, which were 
f.rwarded to the Lord Chancellor for the consideration of thé Rule Com- 
mittee of Judges :— 

“* Suggestions for the amendment of the rales and orders resolved apon at 
& joint meeting of the committees of the Incorporated Law Society of Liver- 
pool and the Manchester Incorporated Law Association. 

‘1. District registrars should have all the powers, not only of a master 
and chief clerk, but ai-o of a judge in chambers. 

“2. Where a summons is adjourned by a district registrar toa judge in 
chambers the matter should go direct to the judge (without it being required 
that a tresh summons should be issued), as originally contemplated by ord. 
35, rr. 6,7, and further in causes in the Chancery Division, without first 
going before the chief clerk ; the present practice is not authorized by the rules 
and orders, and does not obtain in the Rolls Court. The district registrar 
should send a minute with the summons in the same manner as the chiet clerk 


oes. 

“3, Appeal summonses should issue out of the district registries; the 
record is otherwise imperfect. 

“4, On a trial in the provinces before a judge, with or without a jury, sll 
questions should be argued at the time, so as to enable the suitors and their 
solicitors to be present ; there should be no reservation of points for argument 
in London, a practice which entails the payment of fresh fees to counsel, and 
the expense of the attendance of the solicitor in London in most cases, and 
other additional costs ; the judge, of course, will have discretion to reserve his 
jadgmest.” 

Solicitors’ Remuneration.—Much of the time and attention of your com- 
mittee have again been devoted to this subject, and to the endeavour to con- 
tribute to the best of their ability to the antborization of such a scale of 
charges as would be generally practicable and acceptable to the profession 
and the public. To this end deputations from your society attended the various 
meetings of the Associated Provincial Law Societies at which the subject was 
under consideration, and with that body had conferences with the Special 
Committee of the I: ted Law Society. The scale proposed by that 
society and concurred in by the Associated Provincial Law Societies having 





been rejected by the commissioners appointed by the Remuneration Act, the } 











subject was again considered by the committees of the Liverpool and Man. 
chester Law Societies, and eventually the draft of an order based upon-the 
scales of charges recommended by the Manchester, Liverpool, Birmingham, 
Newcastle, and Worcester Law Societies, in 1871, was submitted by tho, 
resident of the Liverpool Law Society to the tribuoal of which he was one, 

is proposal received fos support of the Associated Provincial Law. Societies, 
but your committee regret that the Incorporated Law Society felt obliged to 
dissent from it, particularly as regards the separation of the charge for negotia. 
tion from that for conveyancing. With some modifications and improvements 
the proposed Order commended itself to the tribunal, and ultimately received 
the sanction of all its members with the exception of the President of the 
Incorporated Law Society. The Order has since been Jnid on the tableg of 
both the Houses of Parliament, and came into operation on the 1st of January,’ 
1883. Your committee approve of the distinct charge for negotiation, Of 
course, it will only arise in cases in which a sale or purchase is brought 
about by the solicitor’s influence, and in such cases it was manifestly inappro- 
priate that a solicitor should be limited to a few attendance charges for services 
and connection for which a land agent would be entitled to remuneration 
proportionate to ths subject value. 

The scale of the conveyaucing charges, apart from the charge for negotia. ' 
tion, appears to your committee to be fairly remunerative, except in the small 
transactions, and in these it was probably the custom to make concessions, 
Scales of remuneration of substantially the same character having been tried’ 
in this district for upwards of ten years, your committee believe that the 
Remuneration Order is calculated to give satisfaction both to the profession and ° 
the public, and they trust that the members of this Association, and of the pro- 
fession generally, will loyally unite in adopting it, 

In connection with this subject your committee have also considered the 
subject of auctioneers’ charges, and recommend a slight alteration in the 
maximum scale of auctioneers’ charges adopted by the association in 1846, in 
order to bring it into greater conformity with the present practice. Lest the 
auctioneers’ charges, varying as they necessarily do in amount with the value 
of the property, should be deemed to be a commission” to the auctioneer,, 
which, if paid by the client, would, under rule 31, deprive the solicitor of the 
fall benefit of the scale, your committee recommend that when the solicitor’s 
remuneration on a sale by auction exceeds £5, the solicitor should pay the 
auctioneer out of his own charges, 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INNER TEMPLE, 


As the result of the February examination on the subjects in which 
instruction has been given by the tutors of the Inner Temple, the Masters of 
the Bench have awarded pupil! scholarships of £100 guineas each to the 
undermentioned students :—Common Law, Mr. W. L. Bell; Equity, Mr. 
J, E. H. Benn; Real Property Law, Mr. J. H. Gregson. 


LIVERPOOL LAW STUDENTS’ ASSOCIATION. 


The third meeting of the session of this association was held at the Law 
Library, on Monday evening, the 12ch inst, Mr. F. A, Lowndes, solicitor, 
in the chair. After the formal business had been disposed of the chairman 
called on Mr. 8. C. Rathbone to open the aflirmative of the, question for 
discuesion, which was as follows :—‘‘ That it is expedient to assimilate the 
county franchise with that of the borongh.” Mr. F. J. Leslie followed in 
the negative, and in the discussion which ensned, Messrs, Baxter and 
Hannay supported the affirmative, and Messrs. Bromfield and Lowndes the 
negative. Both the openers having replied, the question was put to the 
meeting, and decided in favour of the affirmative by a mojority of three. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
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Mr, Justice 
Date, pc og V. 0. Bacon, mar. 
pentey, Feb. .scoceceee 19 Mr, tomberton Mr. Gobny Mr. con 
'y eeeeeeeeseoseroee son 
Wednesday recessccsceece emberton Cabby erivale 
Thursday Cosereeoereees ard Jackson 
Friday.esccccccsscvecess 29 emberton Cobby i 
Veocceseseeesssese a Jackson: ing 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
Fry. Pearson. Curtrr. 
Monday, Feb. eocsecgese 19 Mr, Teesdale Mr. Koe Me (arigion 
Tuesday eeeeeers eeseeee Farrer Clowes 
Wednesday...ecrcsssvece 1 fosstale Koe pie 
IY  ceccceccoecese 33 ae pone 
Frida SOPOr eee eeeeserees ‘eesdale 08 oa 
Beturde: erocilteesoeeree 24 Farrer Clowes 


Feb. 17, 1883, 


ty 


seEeectce & 


BEStsZEer-SRAStSseseee cee FS253 £2 


J, 


SES SSerges rer. 8. FEE: 


SRS 


ogee case 
















Sf?" SeFeat um 


ry 
n 


oo rfrs 5 






Feb, 17, 1883. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 259 








—_ — 





———— 
porn ee 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 


THE LUNACY ORDERS, 1883. 
(Continued from page 241), 
Costs anp Taxation or Costs, 

7%. Solicitors shall in matters in which the income of @ person who is 
lleged or found to be lunatic exceeds £200 per annam be allowed the fees 
according to the “ Higher Scale,” and in all other cases the fees according to 
the“ Lower Scale,” appointed by the Rales of the Supreme Court as to Costs 
for the time beivg in fores so faras the same shall be applicable to sach 
matters, unless the Jndge shall otherwise order as to all or any of the parties 
tosuch matters. 

74. The Masters shall be at liberty, by memorandum in writing, to allow to 
g solicitor for attending on any summons or appointment before them such a 
gm, not exceeding five guineas, as having regard to the special nature of the 
gate, they may think reasonable. 

75, Where the Masters shall not have made and shall not have refused to 
make any such allowance as last above mentioned, the Taxing Master shail 
tuke into consideration the circumstances of each case, and allow to a solicitor 
for attending any summons or other appointment such a sum, not exceeding 
three guineas, as be may at his discretion think reasonable. 

76. In all cases not otherwise herein specially provided for, solicitors shall 
lp entitled to charge and be allowed the fees they would be entitled to charge, 

be allowed for work and labour of a similar character transacted in the 
cery Division of the High Court of Justice. 

71. Where it is ordered that any costs, or costs, charges, and expenses, be 
taxed, the Taxing Master of the Chancery Division in rotation, or the Taxing 
Master to whom the texation of costs in the’ matter stands referred (as the 
case may be), is to tax and certify such costs, or costs, charges, and expenses, 
and also to certify the names of the respective solicitors to whom the same 
should be paid ; and due notice of attending the Texing Master on the taxa- 
tion is to be given to such parties as the Masters shall have certified are to 
attend on the proceedings in the matter ; and where it is ordered that the 
costs, charges, and expenses of any committee or next of kin in the matter 
of any lunacy be taxed, the Taxing Master, in taxing such costs, charges, and 
expenses, is not to allow the costs, charges, or expenses of any petition or 
spplication upon which no order shall have been drawn up, or of any evidence 
in relation thereto, unless the same shall by any order be directed to be 
tllowed or ordered to be costs in the matter of such lunacy, nor to allow the 
costs, charges, or expenses of or incidental to any proposal or inquiry before 
the Masters which they shall have disallowed or not thought fit to adopt or 
carry into effect, unless the Masters shall have certified that such proposal or 
inquiry was proper. 

ConstrucTION oF AND PROCEEDINGS UNDER ORDERS. 

78, Where any matter is referred to, or is directed or permitted to be done 
by or before the Masters, it is to be considered to be referred to them jointly 
sad severally, and may be done by or before them or either of them, but all 
matters in the same lunacy shall, so far as convenient, be conducted before 
the same Master, 

79. All Orders for the appointment of Committees and for the allowance of 
maintenance are to be deemed to take effect only until further Order, 

80. Where it is ordered that a person named be appointed Committee of 
the Estate, the Order is to be deemed to take effect only on the Masters 
certifying that he has given such security as they have approved for answering 
the estate and accounting for the rents, profits, and produce thereof, once in 
ery year, or oftener, if thereunto required, before the Masters; and such 
meurity is to be perfected at or within such time as the Masters may appoint, 
and until such security shall have been perfected, the approved Committee is 
tot to interfere in any manner in the affairs of the Lunatic as the Committee 
ofhis Estate or otherwise. 

81, Where it is ordered that a person named be appointed Receiver of the 

, or the Masters are directed to appoint a Receiver thereof, they are to 

w him a reasonable selary for his care and pains in the management of the 
Titate, he first giving security, to be allowed by the Masters, and taken before 
*Commissioner to administer oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature in 

country, if there shall be occasion, duly and annually to account for what 
be shal] receive, and to pay the same as he shall be directed. The tenants of 

lunatic’s estates are to attora and pay their rents in arrear and 

Mowing rents to the receiver, who is to be at liberty to let and set the 

tates from time to time, with the approbation of the Masters, as there shall 
occasion. 

82. Where it is ordered that the Committee of the Estate do receive, or be 
it liberty to receive, any money on account of the lunatic or his estate, he is 
to give credit for the same on passing his accounts before the Masters, and 
"here any sum is ordered to be allowed for the maintenance of the lunatic, or 
whe expended for any other purpose out of his estate, the Committee of the 
tilate is to be allowed. the amount of the allowance for maintenance or the 
Wr be expended (as the case may be) on passing his accounts before 


“Where hy bedired that ie Pompiittes of the ogy do pay po | 
mone: maintenance, he to pay the same out of income, an 
it is ordered that he do pay any costs, he is to pay the same, when 
on Mg any moneys coming to his hands, after providing for the 


‘Where it is ordered that the Committee of the Estate or the person be 
to mw of the Lunatic, he is to sign an 


retain any furniture or 
thereof A. undertaking to deliver up the same when required #0 





to do, and such inventory and undertaking are to be deposited in the office of 
the Masters. 


85. Where it is ordered that the Committee of the Estate be discharged, the 
Masters are to take and pass his account of his receipts and payments for and 
on account of the lunatic and his estate from his appointment or from the 
foot of his last account passed in the matter up to the day of the date of the 
order, and the balance (if any) which the Masters may certify to be due from 
the Committee on passing the aforesaid account isto be paid by him by 
virtue of the certificate into coart to such credit and within such time as the 
Masters shall by their certificate direct ; and in case the Masters shall fiad a 
balance to be due to the dischar, Committee, the same is to be paid to him 
by the new Committee of the Estate out of the estate of the lunatic; and 
upon payment of the aforesaid balance (if any) by the discharged Committee 
in manner aforesaid, or in case there shall not bea balance found due from 
him, or in case the taking and passirg of the account is not required, and 
may ia the opision of the Masters be properly dispensed witb, then his security 
is to be discharged. 

86. Where the Committee of the Estate dies, the Masters are to take and 
pass the account of his receipts and payments for and on account of the lunatic 
and his estate from his appointment or from the foot of his last account 
passed in the matter up to the day of his deatb. And the balance (if any) 
which the Masters may certify to be due from the late Committee on passing 
the aforesaid account may be paid by his legal personal representatives by 
virtue of the certificate into court to such credit and within such time as the 
Masters shall by their certificate direct. And in case the Masters shall find 
a balance to be due to the late Committee, the same is to be paid to his 
legal personal representatives by the new Committee of the Estate, 
out of the estate of the lunatic, and upon payment of the aforesaid 
balance (if any) by the legal personal representatives of the late Committee 
in maoner aforesaid, or in case there shall not be a balance found due from 
hia, or in case the taking and passing of the account is not required, and 
may in the opinion of the Masters be properly dispensed with, then his security 
is to be discharged. 

87. Where a supersedeas is issued, the Masters are to take and pass the 
account of the Committee of the Estate of his receipts and payments for and 
on account of the lunatic and his estate from his appointment or from the foot 
of his last account passed in the mutter, up to the day of the date of the order 
of supersedeas. And the balance (if any) which the Masters may pe | to 
be due from the Committee on passing the aforesaid account, is to be paid by 
him to the lunatic. And in case the Masters shall find a balance to be due ta 
the Committee, the same is to be paid to him by the lunatic, and upon payment 
of the aforesaid balance (if any) by the Committee in maoner aforesaid, or in 
case there shall not be a balance found due from him, or in case the 
taking and passing of the account is not required, then his security 
is to be discharged, and due notice of attending the Masters is to be given to 
the lunatic. 

88. Where a lunatic dies, the Masters are to take and pass the account of 
the Committee of the Estate of his receipts and payments for and on account 
of the late lunatic and his estate from his appointment or from the foot of 
his last account passed in the matter up to the day of the decease of the late 
lunatic, and the balance (if any) which the Masters may certify to be due 
from the Committee on passing the aforesaid account, is to be paid by him 
to the legal personal representatives of the late lunatic, to be by them applied 
in a due course of administration, and upon payment of the aforesaid balance 
(if any) by the Committee in the manner aforesaid, or in case there shall not 
be a balance found due from the Committee, or in case the taking and passing 
of the account is not required and may in the opinion of the Masters be properly 
dispensed with, then his security is to be discharged. 

89. Where a Committee enters into a fresh seeurity upon the same being 
duly perfected, and upon the balance then due by the Committee being pai 
or secured to the satisfaction of the Masters, the security theretofore in force 
is to be discharged. 

90. Where under or in pursuance of these Orders, or any special Order, the 
security of a Committee of the Estate or Receiver is to be discharged, then in 
the case of a bond, the Masters are to deliver up the same to be vacated and 
cancelled, and in the case of a recognizance the masters are by certificate to 
direct the clerk of the Enrolments Department of the Central Office to attend 
the Master of the Rolls with the enrolment of the recognizance to be vacated 
and discharged, and such clerk is by virtue of such certificate to attend 
accordingly ; and in the case of security having been given in the whole or in 
part by a sum of money or stock being brought into Coart, the Masters are to 
prepare the draft of an order for the payment or transfer in such manner ag 
the Committee or Receiver may request and as may seem pi of the sum 
of money or stock so brought in as aforesaid, and of all stocks, dividends, and 
accumulations of dividends produced by or arising from the same, and on 
such order being confirmed by the Judge, sach payment or transfer is to be 
made faeeye. 

91. Onthe death of a lunatic or a supersedeas being issued, the Masters 
are to ascertain and certify who is entitled to receive the several 
securities, bonds, pa effects, and things relating to or forming Lr 
the estate and property of the lunatic remaining deposited in their for 
safe custody, and they are to prepare the minutes of an order for t 
or delivery of the same to the person entitled thereto, and the J may, 
without the attendance of parties, make an order for payment or to 
the person certified to be so entitled. 

92, Where it is ordered that a sum of stock standing in the books of the 
bank or other public company be transferred into Court Gran ne anlins 
on a particular account, and no — is named in the Order for 
the transfer, the Secretary or Depu' 

Deputy Accountant-General for the 
offieer of such other company, is to m 
the cashiers for the time being of the Bank, or other such proper officer 
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aforesaid, is, if so directed, to receive any sum of money standing in the 
books of the Bank or such other company as aforesaid accrued due at the 
date of the Order by way of dividend, bonus, or periodical payment, in 
respect of the stock to be transferred, and also any future sum so to accrue due 


previously to the transfer, and is to pay the same into Coart either | ing 


generally or on such particular account as aforesaid, as the.case may 


uire, 
bs. Where it is ordered that the Paymaster-Geneval or any other person 
or any company or body do pay or be at liberty to pay any sum or sums 
of money, dividend, bonus, or periodical payments, or deliver any effects 
to the Committee of the estate, the order is not to take effect unless and until 
the Masters shall have certified that he has perfected his security. 

94. Where an order is made approving an agreement for a lease of a 
lunatic’s property, the Masters shall settle a proper lease in pursuance of 
the order and shall sign their allowance of the lease whea settled, and the 
Committee of the estate shall, in the name and on behalf of the lunatic, 
execate the lease when allowed, upon the intending lessee executing a 
counterpart thereof. 

95. Where it is ordered that the Committee be at liberty to raise by mort- 
gage of any part of the lunatic’s estate a sum of money for any purpose, 
the Masters are to settle and approve a proper mortgage, and the Committee 
apon payment to him, or as may be directed, of the amount to be raised, is 
in the name and on the behalf of the lunatic to execute the mortgage when 
so settled and approved, and to do all such other acts as shall be necessary 
to effectuate the same, and the Committee is out of the rents, profits, and 
produce of the lunatic’s estate to pay and keep down the interest on the 
moi " 
96. Where an order for the sale of a lunatic’s real or leasehold estate is 
made, the purchaser shall, within such time as'the Masters shall appoint, pay 
his purchase-money into Court to the credit of the matter to such account, if 
any, or otherwise as the Masters may appoint, and upon such payment, the 
purchaser shall be let into possession or receipt of the rents and profits as 
from such day as the Masters appoint, and the Committee of the estate 
shall forthwith in the name and on behalf of the lunatic execute all proper 
assurances of the property sold to the purchaser, or as he shall direct to be 
settled by the Masters, and due notice of attending the Masters is to be given 
to all parties interested. 


Stamps AND PERCENTAGE. 


97. The stamps to be used under the Lunacy Regulation Acts, 1853 and 
1862, shall be the same as those for the time being in use under the 
8u Court of Judicature Act, 1875. Impressed stamps shall be used, 
for some sufficient reason to be approved by the Masters their use be 
inconvenient, The stampe are to be impressed or affixed on the vellum, 
parchment, or paper, on which the proceeding in respect whereof such 
stamps shall be required is written or en » Or which may otherwise 
used in reference to such proceeding. 

98. Every officer who shall receive any document to which a stamp is 
affixed, shall immediately upon the receipt of such document cancel or deface 
the stamp thereon by writing upon such stamp his name or the initial 
letters of his name in such a manner as to show clearly and distinctly that 
such stamp has been made use of and so that the same may not be again 
used, and no document bearing an adhesive stamp shall be filed or delivered 
pends a stamp thereon shall have been cancelled or defaced in manner 


99. In all cases where adhesive stamps are used, the stamps affixed to the 
document shall beof an amount corresponding as nearly as is practicable 
with the amount of the stamp which such document requires, in order that 
no greater number of adhesive stamps may be affixed to any document than 
is actually necessary. 

100. crt aaah d from eon Soten th soak sabes of oo fit, 
certify that the whole or any part of the percentage payable on the incomes 
of lunatics is to be out of cash asides from dividends of the lunatic 
to the credit of the matter of any lunacy either 
we « to any particular account, and when any such certificate is 
made, amount certified thereby shall not be paid by means of stam 
but shall be carried over and transferred in manner herein-after d 

101. In each of the divisions of the Pa -General’s office there 
shall be kept an scoount intitaled “‘The Paymaster-General’s Lunacy 


P 
102. When any such certificate as last herein-before mentioned is made, 
an office of such certificate is to be left at the office ofthe Paymaster- 
General, who is by virtue of such certificate when so left, out of any cash 
as aoe dividends or interest on money on ny belonging to the 
standing to the credit of the matter of any lunacy, to carry over 
the amount mentioned in such certificate from the credit of the account 
in such certificate mentioned to the credit of the Lunacy Percentage 
Account in that division of his office in which the account is kept, to the 
it of which such cash shall be standing, and any orders made and to be 
in any such matters respectively, are to be subject to this Order and 
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each of the divisions of the Paymaster’s office such shall be 
6 ee ees tetoertty bo theo Dapks 80 vale of tho panama Ay ayo 
“ Cash ” ag aforesaid, without any further order of the Court, 
and upon from the Bank a certificate that such transfer has been 


ly may be after the 31st of January, in each | solici 


104. Sen tothe pre 

to be paid by means of stamps, and the chief clerk to the Masters is 
time to time to ope op in wy a ieodbg cers | - tte ae 
other proper person e amount of percen' accord. 
to the certificate of the Masters under section 27 of the 

lation Act, 1853, and of the time within which such amount is to 

which time is to be fixed by the Masters and mentioned in their certificate, 
coe Oe Committee or other is within such time to pay the amount 
stated in the notice out of the income of the lunatic by hasing — 
to such amount and to file such notice duly stamped at the office of 


105. Where it appears to the Masters with a view to the establishment of 
a uniform sae for the payment of percentage in the several matters in 
lunacy, or for other purposes to be expedient, they may make in any cate 
a certificate comprising the income of a period greater or less than one year, 
and stating the amount of tage payable for such period, calcu 
according to the scale social bey the General Order in Lunacy dated the 
3rd of August, 1876. 

106. The Masters are once at least in every six months and oftener if they 
shall think fit, to certify the names of all persons, if any, who shall then 
be in default in paying the amount certified to be payable by them in 
respect of the said tage and filing the notices duly stamped as 
herein-before provided, with the amounts payable by such parties respect. 
ively. 

107. The foregoing Orders respecting percentage shall extend and be 
applied to the pst Me of athe gp under the protection of the J udge, by 
virtue of p gs under the Act 8 & 9 Vict. c. 100, s. 95, and to 
the property of lunatics under the protection of the Judge, by virtue of 
the transmission of the record of an inquisition from Ireland and its entry 
of record in England, except in respect of income arising from 
of such persons not within the jurisdiction of the Judge, nor adi 
under his authority ; and the several foregoing Orders as to fees shall extend 
and apply to all the proceedings in the matter of such lunatics as af 
and in the matter of any persons residing out of England and Wales, 
declared idiot, lunatic, or of unsound mind, according to the laws of the 
place where they are residing, where the Judge makes an order 
the stock or any portion of the capital, stock, or shares of such person as 
last aforesaid, or the dividends thereof. 


Corts or Documents. 

108. Office copies, and other copies of proceedings and documents in 
Sos fella, snag’ boheme Jumn being counted word. 
per folio, every figure com in a column counted as one 

109. The following — of proceedings and documents in matters in 
lunacy shall be made by the officers in the Masters’ office (that is to 
say) : office copies of affidavits to be made for and taken by the party 
filing the same ; copies of documents in the offices of the Masters 
in Lunacy to be made for and taken by the party having the conduct of 
the proceedings; office copies of all certificates, ord ° 
ments, and of all proceedings filed in lunacy ; and copies of all documents 
filed or deposited for safe custody in the office of the Masters in Lunacy 
Copies of all proceedings and documents in matters in lunacy, ex 
above-mentioned, shall be made, delivered, charged, and paid for according 
to the following Orders. 

110, The party, or his solicitor, requiring any copy, save as herein-before 
excepted, is to make a written application, to be delivered to the party by 
whom the copy is to be furnished, or his solicitor, with an undertaking t 
pay the Da charges. : 

111. Upon the requisition being made, with such undertaking as afore 
said, copies of such proceedings or documents are to be made by the party 
or his solicitor filing or leaving the same, or who, under Rule 109, 
have taken office copies thereof. 

112. The copies are to be ready to be delivered at the expiration d 
ae t hours after the delivery of such request and undertaking, of 
within such other time as the Judge may in any case direct, and are to be 
delivered accordingly upon demeat and payment of the proper charges. 

a charges for all such copies are to be at the rate of four-pence 

r fo 
Peri. Copies of bills of costs are to be made side by side so as to corre 
pond with the bills of costs left for taxation. ‘ 

115. The folios of all copies are to be numbered consecutively in the 
margin thereof, and the name and address of the party or solicitor by 
whom the same are made, is to be indorsed thereon, and such party of 
solicitor is to be answerable for the same being true copies of the 
or of the office copies of the originals of which they respectively purport to 
be copies, as the case may be, 

116. Any party or solicitor who has taken any office copy mentioned 
Order 109 is to produce the same in Court or at the office of the Masters ia 
Lunacy, when required for the purpose of the proceedings to which the 


117, All office copies and copies to be furnished by 
shall be written on of » convenignt size, a sufficient 
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had been made to the solicitor, and in such case no costs shall 
or payable v fon solicitor so making default in respect of the copy 
or 


80 '; ‘ 
“19. The Taxing Masters shall not allow any cos’s in respect of any copy 
id, unless the same shall appear to them to have been 


as 
TIC cod bn bene boon made with due care, 
These Orders shall come into operation on the first day of February, 

1883. 


Jal. These Orders may be cited as “‘ The Lunacy Orders, 1883.” 
(To be continued ) 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Gzorct Henry CartueEw, solicitor, of 76, Chaucery-lane, and of 
§ideup, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Aurrep Lawrence Hovxper, solicitor, of 6, Barbican, and of 
Southall, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
jopreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Witt1am Comer Perneram, Q.C., has been elected a Bencher of the 
fiddle Temple. 

Mr, Rosert Spence Warson, solicitor (of the firm of Watson & Dendy), 
of Newcastle-upon-Tyne, has received the honorary degree of LL.D. from the 

of St. Andrews, Mr. Watson was admitted a solicitor in 1860. 
figis the author of “ Casdmon, the First English Poet,’’ ‘*A Visit to Wazan,” 
wd otber works, 


Mr, BLomFretD Burnett, solicitor, of 10, Fenchorch-buildings, has been 
dected Chairman of the Tithes Committee of the Common Council of London 
frthe ensuing year. Mr. Burnell] was admitted a solicitor in 1835. Heisa 
shag Aldgate Ward, and clerk to the licensing justices for the Tower 
Divia 


Mr. James O’KINEALy, barrister, has been appointed a Judge of the High 
Court of Judicature at Calcutta, on the resignation of Mr. Justice Morris. Mr. 
Jutice O'Kinealy was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 
178, and he has been for several years a member of the Bengal Civil 


Mr. Matruzw Bowser Dopps, M.A., J.P., of Ragworth, Stockton-on-Tees, 
wlicitor, has been unanimously elected Town Clerk of Stockton-on-Tees, in suc- 
wsion to Mr. Henry Grey Faber. Mr. M. B. Dodds is the'eldest son of Joseph 
Mids, Esq., M.P. for Stockton. He was educated at Rugby during the 
lai-mastership of the present Bishop of Exeter (Dr. Temple), and at Trinity 
lillege, Cambridge, and was admitted in Hilary Term, 1878. Shortly after- 
urls Mr, Dodds entered into partnership with his father. Mr. Dodds is a 
iP.tor the borough of Stockton. He has for several years been a member 
ithe Stockton Town Council as a representative of the South-East Ward, 
nitesigned this office for the purpose of becoming a candidate for the appoint- 
matef town clerk. He holds the offices of clerk to the Kirkleatham Local 
bard, clerk to the Tees Pilotage Commission, and secretary to the Tees 
flmon Fishery Board, and has twice filled the office of under-sheriff of the 
won of Durham. - Dodds is also joint-clerk to the Stockton Bridge 


Mr. Witt1aM Joszrn Fraser, solicitor, of 2, Soho-square, W., and 16, 
Valling-street, has been unanimously elected Chairman of the Law and City 
(aurts Committee of the Corporation of London for the present year, He was 
wmitted in Michaelmas Term, 1866, and gained the Clifford’s-inn Prize, and 
ime of the assistant-examiners to the Incorporated Law Society for the 
lttermediate Examinations. 


Mr, Atyzep Droxgy FAavixner, solicitor, of 7 and 8, Ironmonger-lane, 
XC, and Brentford and Croydon, has been appointed a Commissioner to 
Mainister Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 






DISSOLUTION OF PARTNERSHIP. 


Reomatp Bury and Samus, Henpert Livizy (Bury & Linley), solicitors 
Insley, Dec. 9, (Gazette, Feb. 9.) 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


Feb. 15.—QUEEN’S SPEECH. 

following are the passages in the Queen’s Speech relating to the legisla- 
will be promptly submitted to you for the Codification of Crimi- 
the establishment of a Court of Criminal Appeal, and for the 
Miment aod consolidation of the laws relating to bankruptcy and patents. 
me will also be brought to your early notice Bills for preventing Corrupt 
kes at Elections, and for perpetuating and amending the Ballot Act. 

"e, on previous referred to the importance of effecting reforms 
Local Government of the different parts of the United Kingdom. Pro- 
for the better government of the metropolis will, ia the first place, be 


“ 











reform of Looal Government, 


‘** Your attention will be called to Bills 
Rivers and the Prevention of Floods ; with the P in Scotland ; with the 
Universities in that part of the United Kiogdom ; and with Education in 
Wales, 

‘You will also be invited to consider a proposal which will more effectually 
secure to tenants in England and Scotland Compensation for Agricultural 
Improvements, 

*¢ You have provided in recent years, by a liberal devotion of your time, for 

ng needs of Ireland. The claims both of 
legislation and of other portions of the United Kingdom will now demand 
from you a just regard, I trust, however, that you will be able to deal, 
during the present year, with some of the legislative wants of Ireland for which 
provision has not yet been made.” 


with the Conservancy of 








LEGAL NEWS. 


The Times says :—‘‘We announce with regret the fact that Mr. J. P. 
Benjamin, Q.C., hes finally retired from practice. At 
Michaelmas term he went to Paris for the Christmas vacation, 
been advised by the most eminent medical authorities that it i 
necessary for him to enjoy complete repose, Mr, Benjamin 
years been almost the leader of the English Bar in all heavy 
His career has been very remarkable. He was born in 1811 in the 
St. Croix. His parents were English, but of the Jewish persuasion. 
spent three years at Yale, and was called to the bar at New Orleans as lop 
ago as 1832. He soon acquired a large practice in the courts of the Vaited 
States, and sat for some time as Senator for Louisiana. When war broke out 
between the Northern and the Southern States Mr. Benjamin gave his 
undivided and most active adherence to the Confederate cause. was 
Attorney-General, Minister at War, and ultimately Chief Secretary of State to 
Jefferson Davis; and when General Lee had to surrender ‘his sword at 
Appomatox, Mr. Benjamin, whose personal safety was in danger, bad to escape 
as best he could. He had been in reality the soul of the rebellion. Hi 
entire property was confiscated, and it is an interesting fact that his law 
library was bought in by public subscription and presented to him. It is 
now in his chambers in the Temple. He came to England, and through the 
personal influence of Lord Cairns was called to the bar after keeping his term 
for one year only. He at once acquired a large practice at Liverpool, where the 
principal firme of solicitors have intimate relations with the leading legal 
houses of New Orleans. Within six years he was given silk, and since then 
has been engaged in almost every case of importance. Among his many argu- 
ments, the one most generally known is that which he delivered before the 
Court for Crown Cases Reserved on behalf of the captain of The Franconia. 
His last great Nisi Privs case was that of Anson and others v. The London 
and North-Western Railway. Alter this he entirely refused any briefs except 
upon appeal, and was only to be seen in the House of Lords and the Privy 
Council, In the latter his knowledge of general jurisprudence gave him a 
great advantage. He was, indeed, in the widest sense of term, 


z 


international lawyer. Although over seventy years of age, he is still in 
healtb, were it not for an affection of the beart which renders protracted 
exertion of argument in court unsafe. He bas never taken any part in 
English politics, and has always led an extremely retired life.” 

The Times gives the following summary of the provisions of the 
Government Bankruptcy Bill: — The first characteristic of the new 
measure will be the attempt made therein to do away with the 


facilities now offered by sections 125 and 126, relating to liquida- 
tions by arrangement and compositions, for debtors to cast off their 
liabilities with ease and without public ex i 
of the present system—the absence of a public examination on oath, the extre- 
ordinary power of the statutory majority, obtained often by im means, 
and sometimes acting collusively, and the position of practical independence 
of the trustee—will cease to exist. In other words, sections 125 and 126 will 
be repealed ; a public examination of the bankrupt as to his conduct, deali 

and property will ‘be obligatory in all cases, and cannot be avoided 
artifices on the part either of the debtor or his creditors ; and the sanction of 
the court, which will be granted only after having had a report by the official 
receiver, to schemes of composition will not be an empty form. Another 
petncigle which the Bill will recognize is, that creditors who are entitled to 
have their debtor’s estate distributed among 

that minute attention to details which is required if economy is to be observed, 
and that it is essential they should receive more assistance than they now get. 
This is to be given through the medium of official receivers, particularly in the 
case of small estates, which at present are treated as waifs or left to be 
scrambled for by professional trustees. Perhapsof the greatest consequence is 
the public examination on oath, which will be uni It will be a marked 


feature of the Bill that the court will keep a firm hold over the discharge of 
the bankrupt ; thatit will not be the mechanical process which it now is, bu 
will depend much on the report of the official receiver, and that 
will be able to annul an adjudication, and thus to mark 
blamelessneas of a debtor who has come to misfortane, y 
trading bat altogether by unforeseen calamities. Mention must 
made of the elaborate provisions for giving the creditors 

possession of the estates at the earliest possible date, for 
retention by trustees of large sums which they at present 
as their own, for establishing an effectual —— 

nerating trustees in a rational way. Is 

and others will be taxed; the present ineffective 


o 


sense of 


its 
not 


of audit, and for rema- 


of solicitore, auctioneers, 
for thie will 


The 





id hid ow if time should permit, will be followed by other 
8 





be strengthened, It will be found also that in framing the Bill notice bas 
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been taken of the suggestions made recently by the London Chamber of 
Commerce, with a view to secure the appointment of fit and proper 
trustees, 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jornt Stock ComPaNntes, 
Limirep in OCHANOERY,. ‘ 
Barzapvos Gas Company, Liurrep.—Chitty, J.. has by an order dated Nov 30 appointed 
Charles Augustus Harrison, 2?, Waterloo st, Birmingham, to be official liqui r 
CaxemorE Brickworks anp Coturerres, Ltuitep.—Fry, J., has by an order dated 
Dec 20 appointed John Edey, 18, Queen Victoria st; to be official liquidator. Creditors 
are required, on or before Mar 5, to send their names and addresses, and the parti- 
culars of their debts or claims, to the above. Mar 15 at 12 is appointed for hearing 
and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 
MrtceEety’s Worssorover Date Founpry Company, Limrtev.—Chitty, J., has fixed 
Feb 17 at 12, at his chambers, for the app ointment of an official liquidator 
Ninexerry anv Sours Inpran Gotp Mrnine Synpicatr, Limrrep.—Pearson, J., has 
Feb 16 at 12, at the chambers of Kay, J., for the appointment of an official 
liquidator 
Novgury Taratre Company, 1882, Limrtep.—Chitty, J., has fixed Feb 19 at 12, at his 
chambers, for the appointment of an official liqui r 
(Gazette, Feb. 9.] 


Crare Dov State Company, Limiren.—Petition for winding up, presented Feb 9, 
directed to be heard before Kay, J., on Feb 23. Hughes and Co, Budge row, soli- 
citors for the petitioner 

Creare Dov State Company, Lisirey.—Petition for winding up, presented Feb 9, 
directed to be heard before Fry, J., on Feb 23. Purser, Fenchurch st, solicitor for the 
petitioners 

Estates awp Burttpines ImprovemEyT AND InvestmENT Association, LimitEp.—By 
an order made by Chitty, J., dated Feb 3, it was ordered that the association be 
wound up. Hindson Miller and Vernon, Moorgate st, solicitors for the petitioner 

Mapras Gorp Mixing Company, Limirep.—By an order made by Pearson, J., dated 
feb 2, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued. 
Snell and Co, George st, Mansion House, solicitors for the petitioner 

Mysore Rezrs Gotp Minine Company, Limitep.—Chitty, J., has fixed Feb 22 at 12, 
at bis chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

Norra WixerreLtp Coitrery Company, Limitep.—By an order made by Chitty, J., 
dated Feb 3, it was ordered thatthe company be wound up. Chester and Co, Staple 
inn, Holborn, agents for Black, Chesterfield, solicitor for the petitioners 

[ Gazette, Feb. 13.) 


Unimitep 1n CHANCERY. 

Mrtrorp Docxs Company.—Petition for winding up, presented Feb 10, directed to be 
heard before Bacon, V.C., on Feb 24. Trinders and Romer, St Helen’s pl, Bishops- 
gate st Within, solicitors for the petitioner 

Mitrorp Docks Company.—Petition for winding up,: presented Feb 10, directed to be 
heard before Kay, J., on Feb 23, Heritage and Co, Clement’s lane, solicitors for the 


petitioner 
~ [ Gazette, Feb. 13.] 
FRIENDLY Socretres DIssoLvED. 
Kensyron Frrenpty Socrery, Kensyton, Liverpool. Feb6 
Sr. MicnAzt’s Lopes Frrenpty Society Oxpex or Devips, 57, Newcomen st, Borough. 


Feb 6 
f Gazette, Feb. 9.1 
Haryrorp ProvipENt Socretr, Maid’s Head Inn, Hainford, Norfolk, Feb 12 
Horerrvt Lopes, 2404, 1.0. Opp Frttows M.U. Frienpuy Socrery, Buck inn, Thorn- 
ton le Dale, York. Feb 12 
Juventzrz Branch OF Eart Somers Lover I.9.0.F.M.U., Schoolroom, High st, 
Reigate, Surrey. Febs 
Sicx Union Soci£ty, Trinity Baptist Sunday school, Slackburn st, Haslingden, Lan- 
caster. Feb 12 
Wirnernsea INDUSTRIAL AND ProyipENT Lanp Society, Lusitzp, County Buildings, 


Kingston upon Hull. Feb 5 
we [ Gazette, Feb. 13.] 





CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY, 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


Apcocx, Rozert, Dordon Hall, Polesworth, Warwick, Farmer. Mar 5. Adcock v 
Adcock, Kay, J. Tyler and Tanner, Birmingham 

Attinenam, Victoria Ametia, Pleasant pl, Lambeth. Mar 1. Robinson v Jones, 
Fry, J. Hocking, Bloomsbury pl, Bloomsbury sq 

Anstis, Manta Exvizazeru, Bishton Hall, Stafford. Mar5. Morgan v Chetwynd, Fry, 
J. Morgan, Stafford 

Bzgaw, James WuittinestaLL, Hastings, Esq. Marl4. Bean v Bean, Kay, J. Taylor, 
Old Burlington st 

Goprrry, Atzrrt Srzrp, Gresham bldgs. Feb 23, Ellwood v Godfrey, Kay, J. 
Godfrey, South sq, Gray’s inn 

Hatnorn, Hvexn Vane, Tunbridge Wells, Gent. Marl. Hathorn v Hathorn, Fry, J. 
Simpson, Tunbridge Wells 

Sanpkr, Racnazt Gunton, Chester rd, Halifax. Marl. Sander v Metcalf, Kay, J. 

[ Gazette, Feb. 2.] 


Lamonby, Penrith 
CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
Brann, Grorexr, Brixton rd, Gent. Marl4. Hortin, Edgware rd, Hyde pk 
Bovess, Wit1i1am, Rotherhithe, Surrey, Commercial Traveller. Mar 2. Nash and 
Field, Queen st, Cheapside 
agers Ricuaxrp, — terrace, Pimlico, Retired Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. 
" 0 8q 
Gres, Groner, sen, Bedford rd, Clapham rd, Gent. Mar 10, Waller, Duke st, Adelphi 
Hitt, Jamzs, Bury, Lancaster, Stonemason. Mar 3, Grundy, Bury 
Hoxrsrizip, Epwarp, Hyde, Chester, Timekeeper. Mar3. Hibbert, Hyde 
dacon, Jouy, Radipole, Dorset, Gent. Mar 31. Barrett and Andrews, Weymouth 
Jones, Bessix, Derby, Mari7. Blewitt, Birmingham 
Jucxzs, Witi1am, Crumpsall, nr Manchester, Gent. Marl. Minor, Manchester 
Kiyper, Cazo.iwe, and Tuomas Kinpzz, Sandridge, Hertfordshire. Mar 1. Link- 
laters and Co, Walbrook 
| a Joux Guiewoop, Princes st, Norwich, Builder. Mar3. Tillett, Norwich 
peg Ricuazp, Pulham St Mary the Virgin, Norfolk, Corn Merchant, Mar 30. 
yus, Diss 








Lows, Saran, Northampton. Mar31, Dennis and Faulkner, Northampton 


Macxrntay, Joun, St Botolph rd; West Worthing, Wine Merchant, Mar 10. § 
and Co, Leadenhall st 


ie 


Mackmrwoy, Oxagues, Millbrook, Southampton, Esq. Marl, Crosse, Lancastet pi, 
Strand bt 


Maruew, Joxn, Bristol, Gent. Mar 30. Brittans and Co, Bristol ‘ 
Mycrort, Marrntas, Bedlington, Northumberlasd, Miner. Mar 10: Lockey 3 
Newcastle upon Tyne - Om, 
Ormstox, Ropert, Newcastle upon Tyne, Esq. Apr 5. Dees and Thompson, New. 
castle upon Tyne : 
Partay, Hewry Monro, Spanish Town, Jamaica, Gent. May 1. Beacheroft and 
Thompson, Theobald’s rd 4 
Parker, Sarauz, Rhyl, Flint. Mar 27. Gold and Co, Denbigh 


Pricg, Frepzricx Aveustvs, Sheffield, Corn Miller. Mar 17. Vickers and Co, Sheffield 7 


a Wu.t1am, Lower Kennington, Builder, Marl, Akhurst, Wynell rd, Fores, 
i 


Ruopgs, Harriet, Essex Lodge, Muswell Hill. Mar 25.. Hardisty and Rhodes, Great 
Marlborough st 
coy Joun, Cavendish pl, Cavendish sq, Esq. Mar5. Denby, Frederick's pl, 
e Pt } : 
Sanenvac, Wins, Melbourne, Derby, Market Gardener. Mar 24, Sale, Derby 
Smirn, Divan, Great Durnford, Wilts. Mar 12. Wilson, Salisbury 


Sumyzr, ABRAHAM, Stanwell, Gent. Marl. Blachford and Co, ire ab Cannons 


Taytor, Cary, Swanscome, Kent. Feb 28. Tolhurst and Co, Gravesen 
TrrLEY, WiLt1aM, Bath, Provision Merchant, Mar 1. ce Bath 
vo Rosekt, Tattershall, Lincoln, Merchant. Apr 2. Clitherow and Elsey, Horn. 
castle R 
Vyner, Henry Freperick Crarz, Kingston, Surrey, Esq. Marl0. Bennett and Co, 
New sq, Lincoln’s inn i 
Wesem, Brnsamin, Levenshnime, Lancaster, Gent. Mar 25. Woodall and Marriott, 
anchester 
Warsvrton, THomas Josepn, Wilmslowe, Chester, Gent. Feb 28, Hervey and Co, 
Hyde lane, Hyde 
Witcock, Witt1aM, Bury, Lancaster, Tinplate Worker. Marl. Butcher, Bury 
ba Marra, Bolton row, Piccadilly. Mar 17. Valpy and |Co, Lincoln’s in 
e 
Witson, Cuares, Harley st, Cavendish sq. Mayl. Fraser, Soho sq 
Witson, JonatHan, Handsworth, Stafford, Gent. Feb 28. Sale, Solihull 
Witson, Tomas, Shotley Bridge, Durham, Provision Merchant. Mar 8. Booth, 
Shotley Bridge 
Woop.anps, Jonny, Downton, Wilts, Gent. Marl. Wilson, Salisbury 
Wrieut, Joun, Hatfield Priory, Essex, Esq. Mar 25, Blood, Witham 
| Gazette, Feb. 2.} 
Arwitt, Lucy, Plymouth. Marl. Stanburyand Phillips, Plymouth 
Barpstzy, Jonn, Chester. Mar 31, Field and Weightman, Liverpool 
gr ie! + acai Sunderland, Durham. Feb 28. Bowser and Jennings, Bishop 
ucklan: 
Brappyt, Epwarp Soragron Ricumunp Gaz, Liverpool, Cotton Broker. Mar 10, 
Laces and Co, Liverpoo! 
CurretuamM, JonatHan, Manchester, Engraver. May1. Withington and Co, Spring 
gardens, Manchester 
Curprgr, Atrrep, Glasshouse st, Woollen Warchouseman, Marl0. Halse and (Co, 
Old Burlington st 
Croven, Epwarp, Liverpool, Gent. Apr15. Smith and Son, Liverpool 
Dickinson, JosEPH, Manchester, Warehouseman. Marl7, Sutton and Elliott, Man. 
chester 
Dixon, Francis Fernex8y, Bunbury, Chester, Gent. Mar 25. Wood and Williamson, 
Manchester ‘ 
Dwyzr, Mary Ann; Southsea, Hants. Mar 13, Walker and Co, Southampton st, 
Bloomsbury 
Friern, Revsen, Flanshaw, nr Wakefield, York, Tailor. Feb 28. Lister, Wakefield 
Grey, Sir Groresr, Bart, Fallodon, Northumberland. Mari. Woodman, Morpeth 
Heaton, Jamss ALFRED, Manchester, Assessor of Fire Losses: Mar19. Farrar and 
Hall, Manchester 
Horrmgygr, Leorotp, Wigmore st, Oxford st. Watchmaker. Mar 2. Stollard, South 
Molton st, Oxford st 
Jounson, Ricnarp Locxr, Bury pl, Bloomsbury, Surgeon. May 9. Leathley and 
Phipson, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Jox, gaones Frepericx, Delancey st, Regent’s pk, Gent. Apri. Gordon, Lincoln's 
inn 8 ; 

Kemp, Cars, Otterford, Somerset, Esq. Marl. Gregory and Co, Bedford row — 
Mackinnon, Anyx Janz, Great Cumberland pl, St Marylebone. Mar 25, Shaen ani 
Co, Bedford row : 
OprgNHEIM, Morris Sturon, Cleveland gdns, Hyde pk, Barrister at Law. Math 

Lindo and Co, Coleman st 
PritcHarp, WiLL1aM, Bristol, Gent. Mar 2. Crook, Bristol oe 
ae Aztuur, Newcastle upon Tyne, Gent. Apr 7. Armstrong, Newcastle np 
e 
RicuMonp, Sittvester Witson, Dublin, Captain in the Army, Mar 31. Richmond, 8 
John’s pk, Blackheath 
Scorcuzr, Cuarizs Tuomas, Birmingham, Music Seller. Apr16, Stephens, Orchard 


st, Portman sq ‘ 
et Lovis, Alderley Edge, Chester, Merchant. Mar 15, Earle and Co, Man- 
chester. 
Penseens, Joun Jamus, Alfred st, Islington, Gent. Mar 10. Moxey, Newportri, 


ar a Karuzrine, Taviton st, St Pancras, Apr 1. Potter and Co, King st, Cheap 
side 


Tzrry, Stzruzn, Lasham Rectory, Southampton, Clerk in Holy Orders. Mar ld. 
Adams and Co, Southampton 

Watxer, Israzn, Dorking, Surrey, Coachbuilder, Marl. Down, Dorking 

Watson, Sopra, St Leonards, Sussex. Mar2. Watson and Co, Bouverie st, Fleets 

WestrieLp, James, Chepping Wycombe, Buckingham, Auctioneer, Mar 3l. 
and Wilkins, High Wycombe 

WitraMs, James WaLker, Chepping Wycombe, Buckingham, Gent. Mar 31. Parker 
and Wilkins, High Wycombe 

MSenenetaneny Wittiam, Bury, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler, Mar 3. Grundy, 

jury 

Youx, Jamrs Tomas Croxe, East Stonchouse, Devon, Accountant. Marl, Stanbuty 

and Phillips, Plymouth 
[ Gazette, Feb. 6.) 








RECENT SALES, til 
At the Stock and Share Auction and Advance Company’s (Lim . 
held on the 15th inst., at their sale-rooms, Licas-eone Old ae oe 
E.C., the following were among the prices obtained:—OCleveland 
Mineral Railway Company, £10 fully paid, £8 17s. 6d.; Maxim West 
Electric, 7s. ; Hoover Hill Gold Mine, 4s, ; Provincial Brush Electric Lig! 
£5 shares, £2 10s. paid, 6s.; Kohinoor and Donaldson Consol a 
£1 B. shares, 20s, ; United Horse Nail, 15s, 6d.; Bedford Hotel, Bright@™ 
£6 10s. ; and other miscellaneous securities fetched fair prices, : 
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A tus has been issued of H. H. Vivian & Co. (Limited), which states 
thut:—“'The company is formed to take over from H. Hussey Vivian, 
But, M.P., the extensive nickel and cobalt works at Swansea, and the 
Geman silver and brass rolling mills, tube and wire mills at Birmingham, 
gna also the nickel plating works and warehouses at that place, with the 
own businesses carried on thereat respectively, together with the 
nickel mine and smelting works at Senjen, in Norway, worked in connec- 
therewith. The prospectus.states that the business at Swansea was 
ished by Sir H. Hussey Vivian upwards of twenty-seven years ago, and 
that at Birmingham was added in 1860, and has been from time to time 
atended. The nickel mine in Norway was acquired in the year 1872 for 
the se of ensuring a constant supply of nickel ore without payment of 
peeliate profit. All the businesses have from the first been under the 
personal supervision of Sir H. Hussey Vivian, who will continue to give the 
henefit of his general superintendence. Mr. R. W. Lindsay, who has been 
the resident partner at Birmingham, will, as managing director at Birming- 
conduct the operations at that place, as heretofore. Mr. A. S. Merry, 
who hes hitherto managed the Swansea Works, will continue to reside at 
and as managing director there give all his time to the business. 
The three undertakings, which have from the first been closely connected, 
practically form one business, which is in the advantageous position of possess- 
its own nickel-ore mine—its own smelting atd refining works, which 
a probably the largest of the kind in the world—and its own Mills for 
working up the nickel in all the forms of German silver known to the trade, 

well as in blanks for coinage purposes.” 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Feb, 21.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bovsrigexp, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Leasehold 
Property (see advertise nent, Jan. 27, p. 206). 

Feb. 21.—Mesers. Epwin Fox & BovsFIELD, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Leasehold 
Residence (see advertisement this week, p. 4). 

Feb, 22.—Mesere. Guasier & Sons, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Leasehold Properties 


(see advertisement, Feb. 3, p. 4). ( 
Feb: 22 and 23.—Mesers. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, CLARK, & Co., at the Mart, at 


2pm., Freehold and Copyhold Properties (see advertisement, Feb. 3, p. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS, 

Forp.—Feb. 12, at 164, Adelaide-road, South Hampstead, the wife of Edward 
Ford, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

Cany.—Feb. 6, at Stonebridge Park, Willesden, the wife of George Goldney- 
Cary, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, of a danghter. 

Lucas.—Feb. 9,’at Thornton House, Westgate, Louth, Lincolnshire, the wife of 
Lionel R. Lucas, solicitor, of a daughter. 

Warkins.—F eb. 7, at 5, Oriel-viilas, Penge-lane, Sydenham, the wife of Francis 
Watkine, of the Middle Yermple, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts, 
Frrpay, Feb. 9, 1883. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 

Kimonds, John Henry Kemp, Lillie Bridge, Fulham, Horticultural Builder. Motion Feb 
_ 2 Brougham. Feb 26 at 11.30 

bh erickG  , Bernard st, Russell sq, Transfer Clerk. Pet Dec9. Hazlitt. 


atl 
“e To Surrender in the Country. 
ape Wiliam James, Manchester, Veterinary Surgeon. Pet Feb 5. Hulton. Salford, 


»% Thomas, Lutterworth, Leicester, Solicitor. Pet Feb 7. Moore: Leicester, Feb 


—, Migecumb Ferguson, Ilfracombe, Devon, Esq. Pet Feb 5, Bencraft. Barn- 
i ‘eb 20 at 1: 
acme Aure, Gloucester, Farmer. Pet Feb 5. Riddiford. Gloucester, Feb 


4ukion, Robert, Walkden, nr Bolton, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. Pet Feb 6. 
. Bolton, Feb 22 at 11 
py eer Barnstaple, Devon, Dealer in Boots. Pet Feb2. Bossom. Barnstaple, 


12 
TvuxEspay, Feb. 13, 1883. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proof of debts to the Registrar, 
Ben ais i To Surrender in London. 
Pant, Benjamin, Hackney rd, Wholesale Boot Manufacturer. Pet Feb 9. Murray. 


wig, Richard, White Horse lane, Commercial rd, Barge Owner. Pet Feb 8, Haz- 
red jVilbraham Evors Evelyn, St George’s rd, Pimlico. Pet Feb 8. Hazlitt. Feb 


Haren, Henry, and William Harrison Brewis, Newgate st, Wholesale Furriers. Motion 
Masdecs Hazlitt. Feb 28 at 12.30 
Haglitt’ Albert Hill a Stamford villas, Camberwell, Builder. Pet Feb 10, 


Bch h 7 at 1 
rp asad Gottlieb, Brushfield st, Bishopsgate st, Baker. Pet Feb 9. Pepys. Feb 


Scott, William, Huddlestone rd, Tufn 
’ ell pk, Builder. Pet Feb 8. Hazlitt. Feb 26 at 11.30 
Ward, John, Goldhawk rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Tailor. Pot Feb 9. Pepys. March 7 at 12 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Tes. Charles James, Swansea, Tailor, Pet Feb 8. Jones. Swansea, Feb 24 at 12 
vid, 09 td, Clapham, out of business. Pet Feb 6. Willoughby. Wands- 


oe March 2 
Pen rhomas, Syston, Leicester, Miller. Pet Feb 8. Marsland Moore, Leicester, 


Morley, Benjamin, Liv 
erpool, Brewer, Pet Feb 9. Cooper. Liverpool, Feb 26 at 12 
Robinson, Samuel, Knotting, Bedford, Farmer. Pet Feb 8. Pearse. bedford, Feb 27 


Smith, Ann, Sheffield, Ivory Cutter, Pot Feb & Wake. Shefficld, Feb 28 at 1 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Frinay, Feb. 9, 1883. 
Feb 7 


Egan, — , Stamford st, Blac : 





Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS; 
Farpay, Feb. 9, 1883, 
Ak Joseph Backhouse, Monument House, Fish st hill, Colliery Manager. Feb 2@ 
ppt x s st, Bedford row. Darley and Cumberland 
Ancell, Sarah, Sutton, Surrey. Feb 27 at 2 at office of Howard and Shelton, Threadneedle 
st 


Baines, Richard, Dent, York, Grocer. Feb 22 at 10.30 at Angel Inn, Kendal. Robinson, 
Sedbergh 

Barcham, Thomas Edward, Debenham, Suffolk, Grocer. Feb 28 at 2.30 at office of 
Pollard, St Lawrence st, Ipswich 

Batterbury, John Edward, Bristol, Baker, Feb 22 at 3 at office of Cumberland, Clare 


st, Bristol 
Bayles, Thomas William, Ipswich, Grocer. Feb 23 at 11 at office of St Paul and Edridge, 


Staple inn, Holborn 

Beaumont, Morton, Huddersfield, Serge Manufacturer. Feb 22 at 3 at office of Ramsden 
and Co, Westgate, Huddersfield 

Borger, Selig, Bishop Auckland, Glazier. Feb 23 at 12 at office of Proud, Market pl 
Bishop Auckland 

Brighty, John Wiltshire, Upwood, Hunts, Farmer, Feb 27 at 11.30 at office of Margetts, 
Huntingdon 

Brittain, Thomas Dawson, Newcastle = Tyne, Builder. Feb 21 at 2 at office of Joel 
and Co, Newgate st, Newcastle upon Tyne é 

Bubb, Elizabeth, and Robert Peake, Aberystwith, Painters. Feb 16 at 11 at office of 
Jones and Co, Gt Dark Gate st, Aberystwith 

Capper, George, Wistaston Green, nr Nantwich, Chester, Clerk. Feb 27 at 11 at office 
of Hill, Market st, Crewe 

Cattell, John James, Westerham, Kent, Nurseryman. Feb 26 at 2.30 at 58, Chancery 
lane. Kennedy 

Chant, John, Saltley, nr Birmingham, Grocer. Feb 22 at 3 at office of Fallows, Cherry 
st, Birmingham 

Coleman, John Bennett, Cefnllys, Radnor, Hotel Keeper. Feb 22 at1 at office of 
Thomas, South st, Rhayader. Williams and Co, Newtown 

Cook, Albert Tatton, Villiers rd, Willesden Green, Builder. Feb 22 at 2 at office of 
Allingham, Old Broad st ‘ 

Cox, David, Aylestone, Leicester, out of business. Feb 23 at 12 at office of Harvey, 
Selborne bldgs, Leicester 

Cozens, Frank Amos, Bickenhall, Somerset, Tanner. Feb 27 at 2 at office of Kite, 
East st, Taunton : 

Crabtree, Sarah Ann, Huddersfield, Grocer. Feb 21 at 3 at office of Learoyd and Co, 
Buxton rd, Huddersfield 

Cresswell, William, Redditch, Worcester, Carpenter. Feb 23 at 2.30 at office of Cole- 
and Co, Unicorn Hill, Redditch 

Curtis, John Pottle, Blofield, Norfolk, Carpenter. Feb 23.at12 at Castle Hotel, Castle 
Meadow, Norwich. Harmer and Ruddock, Gt Yarmouth 

Deller, Mary, Union st, Kingsland rd, Bottle Merchant. Feb 21 at 3 at office of Cooper 
and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Dennis, Thomas Davey, Wimbledon, Surrey, Grocer, Feb 26 at 2 at 6 Arthur st East, 
London bridge. May and Co, Adelaide pl, London bridge 

Dering, John Marshall, Gravesend, Carpenter. Feb 21 at 3 at officeof Tolhurst and 
Co, New rd, Gravesend 

Dixon, Thomas, South Stockton, York, Butcher. Feb 15 at 11.30 at office of Thomas, 
Market Cross chmbrs, Stockton-on-Tees : 

Ellis, William, Horsford, Norfolk, Licensed Victualler. Feb 19 at 12 at office of Kent, 
St Andrew’s Hall Plain, Norwich 

Ely, Frederick Henry, Wimbledon, Surrey, Clerk, Mar 1 at 4 at Mullen’s Hotel, Iron- 
monger lane 

Evans, Moses, Greenfield, Flint, Coal Dealer. Feb 28 at 1 at office of Williams, 
Flint 

Ewart, Richard, North Shields, Northumberland, Licensed Victualler. Feb 20 at 11 at 
Albion Hotel, North Shields. Whitehorn, North Shields 

Feilden, Montague Joseph, Bridge House, Hammersmith, late Lieut-Colonel. Feb 26 at 
3 at office of Saxelby and Faulkner, [ronmonger lane 

Flory, Thomas, Colchester, Essex, Painter. Feb 27 at 11 at office of Marshall, Church 
st North, Colchester 

Francis, Philip, Merstham, Surrey, Builder. Feb 20 at 11 at office of Head, Bell st, 


Reigate 
Fuller, Robert James, Southwark pk rd, Bermondsey, Beer Retailer. Feb 23 at 3 at 
office of Lovett and Co, King William st : 
Gammond, Henry Thomas, Hentland, Hereford, Engineer. Feb 20 at 12 at office of 
Collins, St Mary st, Ross 
Glasscock, Edmund George, Folkestone, Corn Merchant, Mar 2 at 1 at Guildhall 
Tavern, Gresham st, Minter, Folkestone 
Gomersall, Samuel, and James Shephard, Norley, nr Leeds, Woollen Manufacturers. 
Feb 22 at 3 at Golden Lion Hotel, Briggate, . Marsden and Co, Wakefield 
Gore, — Bonsey, Bristol, Grocer. Feb 19 at 12 at office of Essery, Broad st, 
risto 
Green, Charles Richard, Knowle, Warwick, Maltster. Feb 22 at 12 at Gt Western Hotel, 
Colmore row, Birmingham. Price and Co, Birmingham 
Gunn, Ernest Henry Mayo, Leadenhall House, Leadenhall st, Canned Goods Broker. 
ss 26 at 3 at office of Clark and Indermaur, Devonshire terrace, High st, Maryle- 
one 
Hague, Thomas, Bedofrd, Currier. Feb 26 at 1 at Inns of Court Hotel, High Holborn. 
Sharman and Small, Bedford 
Hallett, Edward, and Walter Thomas Hallett, Rye, Sussex, Farmers. Feb 20 at 1.30 at 


George Hotel, are. Dawes, Rye ; 

Hamnett, Charles Henry, Birmingham, Umbrella Manufacturer. Feb 23 at3 at office 

of Barlow and Co, Waterloo st. Birmingham 

Harrison, Henry Davies, Sileby, Leicester, Brick Manufacturer. Feb 26 at 3 at office 
of Owstan and Co, Friar lane, Leicester 

Hatton, John, Manchester, Cut Gas Globe Manufacturer. Feb 26 at 3 at office of 
Mann and Rooke, Cooper st, Manchester 

Heath, Jane, Hanley, Stafford, Grocer. Feb 24 at 11 at office of James, Newcastle 
under Lyme 

Headley, John, Blyth, Northumberland, Draper. Feb 28 at 2 at office of Chartres and 
Co, Grainger st West, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Henney, Joseph, Cannock, Stafford, Victualler. Feb 21 at 11 at office of Loxton, the 


Bridge, Walsall 
Heywood, Samuel, Calverley, York, Grocer. Feb 21 at 11 at office of Tunnicliffe, Mar- 


ket st, Bradford : 

Hill, George, Nottingham, Grocer. Feb 23 at 3 at office of Norman, Middle pavement, 
Nottingham 

Hirst, John Henry, Eccleshill, nr Bradford, York, Butcher. Feb 21 at 3 at office of 
Wright, Kirkgate, Bradford 

Hole, Edward, Elm|pk, Brixton rise, Leather Merchant. Feb 20 at 2 at Guildhall Tavern, 


Gresham st. Porteous, Basinghall st 
Holgate, Richard Dobson, Bradford, York, Packer. Feb 21 at 11 at office of Beverley 
and Freeman, Hustlergate, Bradford 
Hollingworth, Charles, Melbourne, Derby, Farmer. Feb 26 at 3 at offices of Mole and 
Stone, Full st, Derby 
ec - Charlotte, Buckingham. Feb 22 at 12 at offices of Small, Castle st, Bucking- 
a) 


m 

Hughes, Edward, Llantillio Crossenney, Monmouth, Farmer, Feb 20 at 3 at offices of 
Brown, Lion st, Abergavenny 

Hutchinson, William, Sunderland, Stationer. Feb 22 at 11 at offices of Lawson, Villiers 
st, Sunderland 

Janes, James William, Pomeroy st, New Cross rd, Surrey, Licensed Victualler, Feb 24 

at 12 at offices of Innes and Co, Billiter House, Billiter st 
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Jones, moat, Be nog oa Licensed Victualler. Feb 26 at 2 at British Hotel» 
~~, , Boot Dealer. Feb 23 at 10.30 at offices of White, 


st, Carmarthen 
a. 8 Richard, West Bromwich, Stafford, Grocer. Feb 21 at 11 at offices of Topham, 
ih West Bromwich 

Oxford, out of business. Feb 21 at 2 at 6, Arthur st East. Carter and 


KSell’ Rastoben 3 
Kelly, Edward William, Windsor, — Feb 22 at 11 at Masons’ Hall Tavern, 
Basinghall st. St. Aubyn, Gracechurch 
Kenington, Thomas, and Arthur Gray Wallis, Birmingham, Sanitary Engineers. Feb 
16 at 12.30 at Queen’s Hi ham. Glaisyer and ns Birmingham 
Lacey, Horace, Norwich, . Feb 22 at 1 at office of Coaks and Co, Bank Plain, 
orwich 


Lacey, James Mater g Norwich, Builder. Feb 22 at 12 at office of Coaks and Co, 
Bank Plain, 


Lane, Edmund Nodes, Longhope, Gloucester, Farmer. Feb 23 at 3 at Ram Hotel, 
Southgate st, Glocester. Davies, Ross 
ton, ey Josiah, Bread st, Builder. Feb 19 at3 at office of Chamberlayne, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 
Lewis, — Worcester, Grocer. Feb 21 at 3at office of Allen and Beauchamp, San- 


orcester 
Lloyd, royd, William, Manchester, Tailor. Feb 23 at 3 at office of Boote and Edgar, Booth st, 
ester 


Manch 
Long, Charles Whitworth, Saltford, Somerset, Licensed Victualler. Feb 22 at 2 at office 
of Tonkin, Albion chbrs, Bristol 
Loveday, Robert, Norwich, Grocer. Feb 22 at 3 at office of Kent, St Andrew’s Hall 
Plain, Norwich 
Lowe, Ann, Hazel grove, Chester, Licensed Victualler. Feb 26 at 3 at office of Sutton 
and Elliot, Fountain st, Manchester 
Lythe, Charles Newlove, Kingston A. vga Hull, Innkeeper. Feb 21 at 11 at office of 
Anderson and —_. Stonegate, Y 
Mabe, pe gg come Swansea, Glamorgan, Butcher. Feb 16 at 2 at office of Jellicoe, Pros- 
pect pl, Swansea 
whee itis Middlesboro' as Tailor. Feb 23 at 3 at office of Bainbridge and 
Barnley, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
—-, oe Aisthorpe, Lincoln, Retired Farmer. Feb 22 at 11 at office of Ward, 
Silver st, Linco! 
Marriner, William Tyler, Nelson sq, Blackfriars rd, ranmwl Collar Maker. March 1 at 3 
at 111, Cheapside. Peckham and Co, Dectors’ Common 
Maton, James, Meopham, Kent, Builder. Feb 22 at 2 at office of Soppet, Newgate st. 
Robinson, Vestry house, Christchurch passage, Newgate st 
Medh' Richard, jun, Folkestone, out of business. March 2 at 2 at Guildhall Tavern, 
—_ William, cae nt , Derby, Earthenware Dealer. Feb 27 at 3 at office of Richard- 
ig st, ch 
'Shipdham, Norfolk, Doctor of Medicine. Feb 21 at 11 at office of 
Morgan, David, Ystradfodwyg, Giuseeeaen, Grocer. 
Mill st, Pontypridd 
Feb 21 at 11 at White Horse 
otel, ‘Mealhouse lane, Bolton. Balshaw, Bolton 
nok — Willis, Bristol, Solicitor. Feb 20 at 2 at office of Hancock, Exchange 
hall chmbrs, Halifax 
Parks, Frederick, Wanstead, Essex, out of business. Feb17 at 1lat Unicorn Tavern, 


jurst, 
Minter, Folkestone 
Waght a and Co, t Dereham. Vores 
Feb 22 at 12 at office of Morgan, 

— John, Bolton, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. 

East, 
Parkinson, —_ Halifax, Stock Broker. Feb 23 at 1 at office of Foster and Co, Town 

Vivian rd, Roman rd, Old Ford 


Pearce, Charles, Southsea, Hants, Builder. Feb 22 at 4 at Royal Oak Hotel, Queen st, 
Portsea. King, Portsea 

Pobjoy, Shima’ Bath, Licensed Victualler. Feb 28 at 12 at office of Simmons and Co, 
Edgar bidgs, Bath 

Pollitt, William, Over Darwen, Lancaster, Bleacher. Feb 22 at 3 at office of Walmsley, 
Knott st, Over Darwen 


a me ve a Aldershot, Ironmonger. Feb 20 at 3 at Anderton’s Hotel, Fleet st, 
e, ders 
Pringle, Charles James, Sloane st, Chelsea, Tailor, Feb 23 at 3 at Guildhall Tavern, 
Gresham st. Nicholls and Grant, ‘Coleman st 
Putnam, Harry, High Wycombe, Buckingham, Baker. Feb 22 at 3 at office of Parker, 
Easton st, High ag 
~L png: +-econe gp Kent, Upholsterer. Feb 22 at 12 at 
ice of Mitchell, Windmill st, Gravesend 
ay arch ames Llewellyn, Brookville rd, Fulham, Clerk. Feb 23 at 12 at office of Foss, 


Richardson, Robert, Euston rd, Builder. ang 26 at 11 at office J Webb, Euston rd 
jer eon John, se l, = 26 at 2 at of Andrews, Ironmonger 


lane Cheapside. tson, Gt t Holens 
Sard, Predexich, Piymout a araciong Feb 22 at 3 at office of Stanbury and Phillips 


Princess 
Shatford, John yo cS Wishford, Wilts, Farmer. Feb 26 at3 at office of Hodding, 
Market House chbrs, Sal isbury 
eal one Gt — Bucks, Farmer. Feb 26 at 12 at Victoria Hotel, Wolverton. 
Smith, Charles, Braunston, Rutland, Farmer. Feb 23 at 3 at office of Owston and Co, 


Stal, William Hartley, Egham, Surrey, Linendraper. Feb 26 at 3.30 at High st, Eg.ham 
Etokes, Charles, High st, Acton, Plumber. Feb 23 at 3 at office of Foreman and Son, 


Tagholm, her. Swansea, General Outfitter. Feb 23 at 12 at office of White, New 
on Beans “fast Moles Butcher. Feb 27 at 3 145, Ch 
pson, Henry, it Mo’ aes utcher. Fe at 3 at eapside. Martin and 
Bac, Quen heaps i 


Townend, John Waste Dealer. Feb 23 at 3 at office of Fowler and Co, Grey- 
Toy chbes, ran Gt dene, ay, et Feb 21 at 11 at offi 
am: sby, Auctioneer. Fe at 11 at office of Summers and B 
Dock Hi Ml chbrs, Cleethorpe rd, Gt Grimsby 1 Bs 
Walsh, Birmingham, Grocer. Feb. 20 at 3 at Acorn Hotel, Temple st, Bir- 


pare gy Price, Birmingham 
Wheeler, Thomas, Lower Penn, Stafford, Market Gardener. Feb 22 at }1 at offices of 
Rhodes, Queen st, Wolverham 
bey William Humphrey, - anni Joiner. Feb 23 at 11 at offices of Williams 
and Hughes, Porth-yr-awr, Carnarv: 
— Henry, Upper Norwood, Coal | Merchant. Feb 26 at 3 at offices of Aird, East- 
Wilsons Randal, d Dodworth, nr Barnsley, Farmer. Feb 26 at 3 at offices of 
and Co, Regent rnsley _ 
Windsor, George, Senn, out of business. Feb 22 at3 at offices of Horner and Son, 


Tvespar, Feb, 13, 1883. 
Ardern, Mary, i epenae atin Chee Tarporley, Chester, Baker. Feb 27 at 11 at offices of 


Brassey, Eastgate 
Atkinson, * Thomas William, lam, Paringon, York, Licensed Victualler. March 2 at 3 at 
Willian Fiakerton, Not Nottingha i yale “4 Feb 30 of 3 et offices me Fraser, 
St John’s mg ee Bridlesmith ~y otein = peas . 


Barritt, John 
— pele a Yori tictare Frome Maker, Feb 2 at 12 at offices of 


gg pe "Tt, Soathamptn, General Dealer. aa sie, 











Beckitt, John, Bootle, nr ye Saveapesl, Boot and Shoe Dealer. Feb 26 at 3 at ¢ 
Lupton, Sweeting st, Li 
4 > peed Bookkeeper. Feb 26 at 3 at offices of Unwin, ¢ : 


eld 
Bennett, 8 » Provision M 28 
ey Nn Rg mg me GR “ erchant. Feb at 3 abs 
B lestone,, Edward, Weol vag so or out of business. Feb 26 at 3 at ofloes at 
fa York, York, Upholsterer. Feb 38 at 11 at offices of Peel and 0 


Binns, John, 
Chapel lane, Bradford 
Breithwaite, Robert Storrs, Broomhill, Zork, Draper. Mar 1 et 4.90 at Conch an 
ley. 


Bronk Josep, Huderael, Grocer Feb 23 at 8 at office of Learoyd and Co, Burton 


Broun, Charles Robert, Eastbourne. 
bourne. Coles -_~ or, Eastbourne 

Brown, William, nr Cro, oo. Mar 6 at $ at Guildhall Taye, 
Gresham st. rashes and 1a, Q Queen st, ee 

vasa es Leicester, Farmer. Feb 8 at 11 at office of Hincks, Bowling Green st, 

aK ee. William oe Blackman st, Southwark, Milliner. Mar 7 at 8 at office of Rex 

eo icon ten Newland Witney, Oxford, Grocer. Mar 3 at 11 at office of Druce, Oriel 

Camm, gag =o Pag mg Warwick, Confectioner. Feb 26 at 3 at Granby Hots, 

Oodbmten Samuel Dudley, Ball’s Pond rd, Chemist. Feb 22 at 8 at office of Fenton 
and Phillips, land 


reen. 
Cornthwaite, PeRichard Underbarrow, Westmoreland, Farmer. Feb 26 at 11 at office 
Wilson, Highgate, Kendal 
rt, Thomas, Manchester, Robe Sprenibabanee, Feb 28 at 3 at’ Creditors’ Association, 
Manchester. Creeke and Co, Mancheste 
Count, Samuel, Bury, Lancaster, Cabinet Maker. Feb 27 at 3 at the Mitre Hot, 
Cathedral gates, Manchester. Watson, Bury 
Crunden, Frederick James, Churchfield’ fo agg! Acton, Cheesemonger. Feb 28 at 2a 
offices of Collins, Furnival’s inn, Holborn 
me, John, , Lianddarrog, Carmarthen, Collier. Feb 23 at 11 at offices of Morris, Rot 
st, Carmarthen 
Deadman, Arthur, Princes rd, Notting hill, Tea Dealer. Feb 20 at 2 at the Guildhall 
Tavern, Gresham st. J: ackson, Union ct, Old Broad 
Dobbins, "John, Richmond, Surrey, Ironmonger. Feb 6 at 1 at offices of St. Paul and 
Edridge, Staple inn 
= Spare Oxford, Builder. March 1 at 2 at 54, Corn Market st, Oxford, Galpin, 
Dunnill, William, Wakefield, York, Tailor. Feb 26 at 11 at offices of Lake and lak, 
King ‘st, Wakefield 
Evans, Rowland, Cross st, Blackfriars rd, Grocer, Feb 28 at 2 at offices ef Chapma, 
Gray’s inn s 
Eve, Arthur William, Welli 
Hotel, Wellingborough. Hite 
Fairlamb, Martha Elizabeth, Woodhouse, nr Huddersfield, te, Woollen Cloth Mer 
chant. Feb 26 at 3 at offices of Ramsden and Co, Westgate, Huddersfield 
Farrant, Richard, Forest hill, Kent, Butcher. Feb 27 at 2 ‘at Guildhall Tavern, Gresham 
st. Tarn, Philpot lane 
Farringdon, Benjamin, Brighten, Ironmonger. Mar 5 at 3 offices of Edmonds and (, 
Cheapside. Harker, Brighton 
Fishwick, Samuel, Wigan, Lancateer, Butcher. Feb 26 at 3 at Market Hotel, Wigs, 
Parkerson, igan 
Godwin, Alfred, Gloucester, out of business. Feb 26 at 2 at offices of Sibly and Dick 
son, Exchange West, Bristol 
Goslin, Thomas, Great Marylebone st, Batter. Mar 2 at 1 at offices of Lovering ani 
Co, Gresham st. Capron and Co, Savile pl 
Goulton, William James Northampton rd, Ponder’s End, out of business. Mar 3# 
10.30 at Masons’ Hall Tavern Basinghall st 
Graves, Robert, Codicote, He: » Farmer. Feb 23 at 2 at George and Dragon Im, 
Codicote. Hawkins and Co, Hitc hin 
= ye eo Redhill, Surrey, Vendor of Bicycles. Feb 27 at 2 at officesd 
asin, st 
Gronow, w, Evan, Cardiff, Blacksmith. Feb 27 at 12 at offices of Morgan, Mills 
‘ont 
quosmititen. Charles, Epping Forest, Inventor. Feb 26 at 2 at offices of Nichollsad 
Leathi ld Jewry chbrs. Piesse and Sons, Old Jewry chbrs 
Guest, William, West Bromwich, Stafford, Coal Merchant. ‘Feb 26 at 11 at officad 
Topham, High st, West Bromwich 
7, George, Chel nae Gloucester, Greengrocer. Feb 26 at 11 at office of Bilis 
Regent st, Chel 
Hasler, William Freder Frederick, Braintree, Essex, Woollen Draper. Feb 27 at 12 atlovd 
Court Hotel, Holborn. Holm 
Havard, William, Pensbury st, ‘Wandsworth rd, Builder. Feb 26 at 2 at office of km 


stron, Chancer ban 

at Ann, Giyndytrawy, Merioneth, Innkeeper. Feb 26 at 10 at Banks 
wher jdward, Mi rd, Marden, Kent, Builder. Feb 26 at 3 at office of Smythe, Brilgs 
es, George, 1ge, Prittlewell, , Essex, Greengrocer. Feb 23 at 2 at office of Maskell la 


os of Chelms' 
Hurst, Jopathan, and Jobn Hurst, Manchester, Potato Merchants, Mar 5 at 3 at oie 


of Bates and Jellicorse, Market st, Mancheste 
Inder, Thomas, 80 Southampton, Market Gardener. Feb 22 at 4 at office of Watts, Albin 
outham: 
Jen ff, William, Riiddlesboro, York, Auctioneer. Feb 28 at 12 at office of Robson, lit 
thorpe rd. rd, Middlesboro 
Jenkins, Cornelius Jobn, P Penarth, Glamorgan, Painter. Feb 28 at 11 at 20, High sith 
OTTi8, ‘enart 
Jenkins, Walter Cornelius, Brommell’s bldgs, Clapham, Clothier, Feb 21 at 3st ole 
of Ward, Walbrook d 
Johnstone, Thomas, Gt Broughton, Cumberland, Grocer. Feb 23 at 12 at offioe 
Birkett, Bridge st, Mabe ar gr 
JoRifie, este Meeanye ya , Sculptor. Feb 27 at 1 at office of Williams and Lewis, 
Jones, Lewis , Milk Dealer, Feb 27 at 11 at office of Jackson and Shar 
sae et Rugby, Fruiterer, Feb23 at 2 at City Arms Hotel, Flee & 
er, Cove 
i er Thomas William, at Tayi i Mar 1 at 3 at Guildhall 
med earys or, ‘ 
Lange, Wi William Edward, Bolton. Tin Pints Worker, Tb 23 at 11 at office of Balsam 
jon ratord, Rag Merchant’s sipaege. Fob 28 at 3 at office of Berry snd Co 
lesa Bank chbrs, Bradford : 
e, Kinver, tafford, Labourer, Feb 27 at $ at’ office of Waldron, High 
iva, Hila, . Bowerby Br Bridge, Canal Carrier. Feb 27 at 1 at office of Rhodes, Cot 
a Chatio kin, Liverpool, Herat Feb 26 at 2 at office of cro, 
Thomas's 
ani, Jouph edwork, Warwick, Ale Merchant. Feb 26 at 2 at office of 


dlachrind Ulyuse, Hock Fancy Leath + cei 
Misran Coan. ney 74, Fanoy aiher Denier, Feb 37 9 


wkins and Co, 


High st West years 


» Doctor. Feb 23 at 11 at Gildredge Hotel, Bast 


borough, Northampton, Miller. Feb 22 at1 at the Hint 
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Hull, 5 wat ee ainane. Feb 26 at 12 at office of 
riah, Leeds, Ginger, P vRfanafactarer. Feb 26 at 2at office of 
bidgs, Park row, Greene and Peake, 


roadway, London. fields, Hackney, Baker. Feb 22 at 2 at office of 


Hi I cg Fenchurch 
Woadand and F100), Are cts Boot and Shoo Maker, Mar 1 at $ at office of Dodd, 


William heading 2 RRA Sussex, Farmer. og 23 at 3 at Gildredge Hotel, 
ferinne Coles and Carr, Eastbourn 
illiam, and John Litt, Whitehaven, Ganberiund, Tailors. Feb 23 at llat 
of Pickering Roper st, Whitehaven 
we win, Park ig Dairyman. Feb 27 at 2 at office of Ferris, Great James 


+. John, Longton, Stafford, China and Earthenware Decorator. Feb 26 at 11 at 
fiat office of Hales, Cheapside, Hanley 
Francis, Nunhead, Surrey, om of business. Feb 21 at 2 at Inns of Court 
Holborn. Forbes and Co, Paternoster row 
William Thomas, Northampton, ad Merchant. Feb 28 at 3 at Inns of 
Court Hotel, Holborn. Becke, Northampton 
Frederick, Queen’s rd, Bayswater, Coal Merchant. Feb 24 at 11 at office of 
, Paternoster row 

Ellen Eliza. Coventry, Licensed Victualler. Feb 27 at 12.30 at Craven Arms 

Coventry. Mallard and Corbett, Birmingham 
Heaton Norris, ae Sener. Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. Feb 27 at 


WP tice : of Chew, Swan st, Manches' 
, Mark, Dronfield, Derby, G: om Feb 24 at 11 at office of Burdekin and Co, 
Henry, Darlington, Durham, Miller. Feb 23 at 11 at office of Stewart, Feo- 
lin 


Yorfolk st, Sheffield 
thams, 
Louis, Twickenham, General Merchant. March 7 at 2 at office of Goldberg and 
West st, Finsb' so Phogene 
Sara, erick, and not Sard as previously advertised, Plymouth, Devon, Ironmonger. 
Feb 22 at 3 at office of Stanbury and Phillips, Princes sq, Plymouth 
Sealey, Edward James, Manningtree, Essex, Watchmaker. Feb 26 at 2 at White Hart 


Prior 
Sewell, , Barkin: site, nr Chigwell, Essex, Solicitor. Feb 27 at 2 at office of 
ani "Rolfe, annon st 
Joseph Charnock, Bowling, York. Worsted Spinners. Feb 26 at 11 at 
Oe conily, Bradt radford. Terry and Co, Bradford 
is Cnaries, Rendal Westmoreland, Miller. Feb 26 at 2 at office of Bolton, Kent st 
James, eng eed Commission Agent. 


, Henry Feb 26 at 3 at 11, Ironmonger 
We oreanside. Kisbey, Cheapside 


foow, William Kirwell, Praeen i st, Fore st, Importer of Straw Plaits. March 2 at 
lat office of Peace and Bradley, Grocers Hall ert, Poultry 

, James William, William Speller, and A Albert Frederick Speller, Caledonian rd, 

a Feb 28 at 3 at 57,Gracechurch st. Andrew and Co, Gt James st, 


Bedford ro 
Steele, Predoick, Spainton, York, Joiner. Feb 22 at 2 at office of Williamson, Queen 
st, Scar 
ies Charios Palmer, Biggleswade, Bedford, Surgeon. Feb 28 
ge tees and Co, ny onig 
hn Thomas, Forest Hill, Kent, Plumber, Feb 27 a- 2 at office of Scoles, 


pol 
Tamall, Henry, Northfield, Worcester, Chemist. 
Bennetts hi! ’ Birmingham 

, John, Barnsley, York, Labourer. Feb 26 at 3 at office of Gray, Eastgate, 


thomas, David, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Innkeeper. Feb 24 at 11 at office of Phillips, 
Feb 27 at1l at office of 


Cannon st, Aberdare 

Thomas, ‘ey a Licensed Victualler, 

Fp haere st, 

e aa Bradford. Yrailor. Feb 26 at 11 at office of Hutchinson, Piccadilly 
thy, thomas, wae York, Draper. Mar 1 at 11 at office of Gray and Pannett, 
p ene 
—. nMlexander, Leicester, Trimmer. Feb 27 at 3 at office of Wright and Co, 
Pann Pee Welvechamete ton, Fish Dealer. Feb 22 at 12 at Wheatsheaf Inn, 
Market st, Wolverhampton. unders, Wolverhampton 
ee Lord Mayor’s ct, York, Builder. Feb 28 at 2 at office of Wood, Pave- 

or’ 


teint 


Lj 


28 at 4 at office of 


Feb 26 at 11 at office of Spencer, 





Watson, Donald Sinclair, and Herbert Woodford oy, Bucklersbury, Restaura- 
teurs. Feb 28 at 12 at office of Harper rotherk, "Milikce’ an” eugene Gueom 


Victoria st 
a Henry William, Norwich, Baker. Feb 28 at 11 at office of Winter, St Giles’ 


st, Norwich 

Whiti Jabez, Soggy Sands, Buckingham, Builder. Feb 28 at 12 at Park Hotel, 
Bletchley Stati Gee and Parr, Leicester 

Wildzo089, Soshon, Matlock, Derby, Stone Merchant. Feb 28 at 3 at office of Potter, 
Matlock 


Wilkinson, Joseph, Bradford, Innkeeper. Feb 22 at 3 at office of Browning, Queensgate, 
Bradford 


Winn, a "nati Brewer. Feb 26 at 11 at office of Whitley and Whitley, New 
st, Huddersfie! 

Wiseman, Henry, Northcote rd, Battersea rd, Coal Dealer. Mar 5 at 11 at office of 
Jones, Church row, High st, Wandsworth 

Wood, Arthur James, Nechells —= Birmingham, out of business. Feb 23 at 3 at office 
of Rook e, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

Ws, a" oseph George Beresford, ‘Alfreton, Derby, Tailor. Feb 28 at 1 at Bell Hotel, 

ilson and Bone, Alfreton 
wright William, Barnsley, out of business. Feb 26 at 3 at office of Raley, Church st, 
arnsley 











The Subscription to the Souicrrors’ Journat is—Town, 268. ; Country, 
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Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have their Volumes 
bound at the office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 

All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal”? must be 
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Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 
in the Country, it is requested that application be made direct to the 
Publisher. 
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MEWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or ae yg Powder. 


Guranteed Fas Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 
Wih ihe excess of fat extracted. 
feely ce . nis i most nutritious, per- 


ial fated Chiaaee™™ 


commended by the entire Medical Press. 

FP hout sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
irae? all climates, and is four times 
ventas THICKENED yet WEAKENED with 
“ee and IN BBALITY CHEAPER than such Mixtures, 
B boiling water, a teaspoonful 
sivas tres gisth : td aig 

AA ANI 
Maal LLE e most delicate, digestible, 


Estimates and Desi 


Bedding, ts from Bi £7 10s. per 


la Chocolat 
Ter . and may be taken when 
inti pockets ats, Od. 3s., 58. 6d., &c., by Chemists 


Charities on Special Terme the Sole Proprietors 
H.SOHWEITZER & CO 10, Ad -street, London, W.C, | on reasonable terms 





ESTABLISHED 1825, 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 


MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 
200, 203, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 
submitted free for entirely Fur- 


shing Residences, bers, Offices, &c. 
PAINTING, DECORATING, & HOUSE REPAIRS.— 





a Oak ae Reproductions from Ancient 
es including Bedstead and 


HIRTY LARGE SH SHOW ROOMS. 


em. THEXTOY, & PEART, 


and 204, Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 
ay a —Househola Furniture Warehoused or Removed 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE » RES + MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 


Judicial Bench, Corporation of London &c. 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWAS, 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 

94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON 





AW. — Wanted, by a Gentleman (un- 
wae a Clerkship ; ; thoroughly conversant 

a ba ing and Probate (common form) business, 
ving a Kn a kaowiedge of Chancery —_ ommen law ; 


ore experience, — Address, .» 4 Mill. | country.—E. C. H 


GENTLEMAN, who has been Articled 

in a good Country office, and having a knowledge 
of London pees, requires a Clerkship in town or 
» 14, Millman- street, | W. Cc. 





WANTED, by a Solicitor and Notary 
Public (LL.B. London), a Situation as Convey. 
ancing or general Managing Clerk, with or without a 











Lee Solicitor, age 27, having served 
ead tan with a first-class firm of London Solici- 
ving since served in the same office for three 


YOUNG SOLICITOR seeking a London | — 
Practice may vbtain the same upon advantageous | | PSTBAINTS, Appraisements, Probate 


terms, — Address, with full 


| view toa binge sony, Good references.—Address, G.B., 
184, Coltman-street, 





articulars of experience, 





Clerk, wishes for a Working Part- | when admitted, &c., to Lex, National Safe Deposit ae | Valuations, Rents collected Tenants 
Pei & Firm fend standing i in London,— 7 ug pany, Queen Victoria-street, E.C. wit cleared out, Town and Country Jobs.—Auraep Brorury 
of Mr. Ri Amer, Lincoln’s-inn-gateway, & Co,, 1, Little White Lion-street, Seven Dials, Parish 

and Inland Revenue Brokers.—Established 25 years, 





AW. —A London Solicitor, admitted 5 


duties, &c., can 


GQ BORBTARY WANTED, by the Solici- 
tors’ Benevolent Association. Age from 25 to 40. 
Commencing peggy Re £350 per —. —Particulars of the 


\ EORGE PEARL SALMON, deceased.— 





accompanied 








(formerly with Firm in large ice ceased 
Sarg ioe s partner with Capital to patay ac- 
Cheapside, join firm,K. H,, Horncastle’s, 


by a stamped and addressed toolacap envelope) to W. B. 
Broox, Esq., 1, New-inn, London, by 24th February inst. 


Any he San Sees’ 6 US Se 
above will ob! by ene with Lartos, Sox, 
& Lanpow, 20 , Cannon-street, 
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OPENING 
PARLIAMENT. 


With TO-DAY’S ISSUE of the 


PICTORIAL WORLD 


A Series of Potrricat CoLovrep Portraits 
is commenced, the Subject being 


SIR STAFFORD NORTHCOTE, 


Leader of the Opposition in the House of Commons 
and M.P. for North Devon. 





The intention is to alternate a Liberal and Con- 
servative Member each week, and to accompany 
each Portrait with a page of Illustrations, with 
Letterpress descriptive of the Constituency to which 
the SMamaber belongs. Where it is possible, Views 
of their Country Seats will be given. Subjoined, a 
List of Portraits is shown. As an enormous sale is 
expected for this Series, and as there will be no re- 
prints, intending Subscribers should order at once. 
‘The Portrait of the 


RIGHT HON. W. E. GLADSTONE, 


mblished October 21, 1882, forms No. 1 of the 
Political Series; some few copies of this issue can 
still be had, post- -free, 64d. 





The following is the order in which the 
POLITICAL COLOURED PORTRAITS 


WILL APPEAR IN THE 


PICTORIAL 
WORLD: 


Feb. 17. SIR STAFFORD NORTHCOTE, Bart. 
» 24 EARL of GRANVILLE. 
March 3, MARQUIS of SALISBURY. 
10. MARQUIS of HARTINGTON. 
17, DUKE of RICHMOND. 
», 24, EARL SPENCER. 
, 31. DUKE of NORTHUMBERLAND. 
April 7. EARL of DERBY. 
», 14 SIR RICHARD CROss. 
21, SIR WILLIAM HARCOURT. 
28, EARL CAIRNS. 
May 5. LORD NORTHBROOK. 
» 12, LORD JOHN MANNERS. 
,», 19, EARL SELBORNE. 
, 26. RIGHT HON. W. H. SMITH. 
June 2. RIGHT HON. HUGH CHILDERS. 
9, SIR MICHAEL HICKS BEACH, Bart. 
16, EARL of KIMBERLEY. 
23, VISCOUNT SANDON. 
, 30. SIR CHARLES DILKE, Bart. 
July 7. LORD CRANBROOK. 
» 14 RIGHT HON. J. CHAMBERLAIN, 
», 21, COLONEL the Hon. F. STANLEY. 
RIGHT HON. J. G. DODSON. 
Aug. 4 LORD GEORGE HAMILTON. 
» 11. LORD CARLINGFORD. 





*5* This List is given provisionally. 





149, STRAND, LONDON, W.C. 


MR. JUSTICE STEPHEN'S 


NEW BOOKS. 


HISTORY of the CRIMINAL LAW of 
ENGLAND. By Sir JAMES FITZJAMES 
STEPHEN, K.C.S8.I., D.C.L., a Judge of the High Court 
of Justice, Queen’s Bench Division, &c. 3 vols., 8vo, 48s. 
“This is the first time, we believe, though it is strange 
to have to say it, that the history of any great branch of 
English law, with the exception of purely Constitutional 
law, which belongs as much to historians as to lawyers, 
has been thoroughly worked out; and the task has been 
a formidable one, for almost everything had to be done 
from the beginning. .. . The results of all this labour, 
a labour which can only be called enormous, are pre- 
sented in an orderly and natural arrangement, and with 
an almost punctilious absence of technicality, so that 
not only are they intelligible to any reader of fair 
capacity and industry, but misunderstanding is hardly 
possible.”— The Times. 
DIGEST of the LAW of CRIM{NAlL 
PROVEDURE in INDICTABLE OFFENCES. By 
Sir JAMES FITZJAMES STEPHEN, K.C.8.I., D.C.L., 
&c., and HERBERT STEPHEN, LL.M. 8vo, 12s. 6d. 
MACMILLAN & CO., LONDON, W.C. 





Price 28. 6d. 

EWTON’S PATENT LAW and PRAC- 

TICE.—Enlarged Edition. Defining Patentable 

and Non-patentable Invention and the nature of Speci- 

fications and Claims ; showing the mode of obtaining and 

opposing Grants, Disclaimers, Confirmations, and Exten- 

sions of Patents, and giving all information necessary 

to enable a Solicitor to advise his Clients. By A. V 
NEWTON. 

“Tt is a most useful summary.’’—R, E. Webster, Esq.,Q.C 
London: TRUBNER & OO., 57 and 59, Ludgate-hill,’ 
E.C. ; and of 
Nzwron & Son, the Office for Patents, 66, Chancery-lane. 





COMMERCIAL LAW. 
HE FRENCH CODE of COMMEROE, 


with Commentary and a Compendium of the Course 
of Procedure before the Tribunals of Commerce, and 
Glossary of French Judicial Terms. By LEOPOLD 
GOIRAND, Solicitor (avoué) in Paris, Licencie en droit. 





UDOLF MOSSE’S FOREIGN ADVER- 
TISING OFFICES have REMOVED from Cheap- 
side to more convenient Offices, 16 and 18, QUEEN VIC- 
TORIA STREET, MANSION HOUSE, London, E.C. 
(Ground Floor and Basement). Estimates for Foreign 
Advertising by return. 18th Edition of General News- 
paper Catalogue sent free on application.—16 and 18, 
sonal Victoria-street (sole address). 


OTEL METROPOLE, 
NORTHUMBERLAND AVE 
TRAFALGAR SQUARE, 
LONDON. 





The Hotel Métropole, which is now in course of con- 
struction, will be one of the largest in Europe, and will 
contain all that modern improvements can provide for the 
comfort and convenience of Guests. ‘The geveral arrange- 
ments of the building, decorations, and furnishing will be 
under the immediate supervision of M. FREDERICK 
GORDON, who is the Chairman of the Company. 

The Offices of the Hotel Métropole are at 13 Warwick- 
court, Gray’s-inn, W.C. 


EVERSIONS to CONSOLS and PROP- 
ERTY, absolute or contingent, also Annuities, AD- 
VANCES made on mortgage at 5 per cent., or purchased 
outright. 
Temporary advances pending completion, — Messrs. 
Peto & Co., 82, Queen-street, E.C. 








NOMMERCIAL UNION ASSURANCE 

} COMPANY.—FIRE, LIFE, MARINE. 

Capital fully subscribed ...+..... diovbvees £2,500,000 

Capital paid-up ...... 250,000 

Life Funds in ~ gene Trust for Life Folicy- 

holders excee + Pocceercerorce ae 

Total Annual Premium Income exceeds .. 1,129,0( 
Curxr Orricss: 19 arp 20, CORNHILL, LONDON, i C. 
West Enp Orricrs: 8, PALL MALL, LONDON, S8.W. 


XON and BERKS BANK, OXFORD, 
EstaBiisHED 1854, 

Makes CASH ADVANCES to Serristere, Solicitors, 

Clergymen, yoo Men, residing in any part of Englan: 








and Wales. banking account need be opened 
ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY. 
Established 1836, 


FIRE AND LIFE. AT HOME AND ABROAD. 





Heap Ovricss tepid AND ABERDEEN. 
Fire Premiums ... one +» £451,000 
Life Premiums .., ooo oes «+ 181,000 
interest... ” soe es ry 





é 120,000 
| Accu gulated I unde os oo ee £2,708,000 








BONUS RESULTS, 
THE PROFITS paid in cash by the Sun Live ( 
are exceptionally large, those 
and for which the Society has been so justly 
ave gz 
173 per Cent. of the Annual Premium (more ay 
14 Premiums), 4 payable in cash; ta 


284 ie Cent, of the Aéueal py (more thay 

Premiums) aaoed to the sum assured, 
Exemplified more fully, at the average age $§, by tty 
following table :— 









































Years : 

™ Cash. | Reversion.| Role 
Force. | Original 

ween 
Premium; £58. da) £58. d.| £54 
5 41 8 1] 8716 1| 25194 
10 | age35, | 4614 9} 9117 1} 899 
15 4613 7| 84 4 4] 19193 
20 £1,000 46 14 11 76 13 11 1673 
25 55 8 10 8 6 8 ll 65 
30 £2868 72 8 3} 10116 6 3124 
——_——| —— ——| Still entity 
£309 8 5/£52514 7! to fantom 
_preti 





Assuming future profits are as large (which Rede 
confidently expected, owing to the increasing busing 
and large reserves of the Company), New Prog pos. 
anticipate that, on a Policy for £1,000, onus vi 
after 30 years, amount to £525; the Gash, crit 
interest) equal £506; or yield a pontinnel 2am 
the Premium amounting to 

harged than 35 in fanentbes pal to the pee 
char, 

.—Bonus Options at each Division. No 
ie Liability. Modern Practice. Simple ' 
Forms. Immediate Settlements. 





FIVE per CENT. MORTGAGE TRUST DEBENTURES, 


EW SOUTH WALES MORTGAGE 
LOAN and AGENCY COMPANY _ (Limite), 
Capital £1,000,000, Subscribed capital £401,470, 


HOME DIRECTORS. 
Sir Henry Barkly, K.C.B. | J. Pak d L’Amy, By, 
Lord George Campbell. | F.RS.E. 
James Cowan, Esq. A. MeArthar, Esq., MP, 
John Henderson, Esq., J.P. | 


TRUSTEES for DEBENTURE HOLDERS, 
Lord Ashley. Lord Colin Cam; a one 

The Directors are prepared to receive LOA. 
gage Trust Debentures, at 4, 4}, and 5 per cent. 
to period for which the ‘Debentures are issued. ‘Phe D 
tures will be issued either payable to bearer or inserind 
and registered at the lender’s option. 

The Debentures are secured by— 

1. Mortgages specially assigned to the Trustes 
secure the Debentures, and available for no ben! 
pose. 

2. The total unpaid portion of the Company’s capt | 

The general assets of the Company. 

ithe Company will also receive money on dopo 

‘The form of the security offered renders the 
available for the investment of trust funds. 

Detailed Debenture prospectus, forms of sapplicalit, 
and all particulars can be agus «x from 

W. S. OGLE, Secretary. 

~ 90, Cannon-street, London, E.C. 

B.—Cheques to be crossed Royal Bank of Sa 
ak 
I AW UNION FIRE and LIFE It | 

_4 RANCE COMPANY. Chief Office—126, (amit 
lane, London, W.C,. 

‘Yhe Funds in hand and Capital subscribed amoutht0t? 
wards of £1,700,000 sterling. 

Chairman—Jamxzs Cuppon, , Barristerablat, 

Middle Temple. 
Deputy-Chairman—C, PEMBRBTOR, ea. oa. (en ne 
tons), Solicitor, 44, Lincoln 

Every description of Fire and Life fo Insurance basses 


transacted. 
Whole World and Unconditional Life Policies grail | 
a slightly increased rate of Premium, 

Policies of Insurance granted aoaines the contin 
of Issue at moderate rates of Prem let 
Advances made on Mortgage of Life fo Interest sud 
sions, whether absolute or contingent. 

Prospectus, Copies of the Accounts as deposited 
the Board of Trade, and every information sent on a 


cation to 
FRANK McGEDY, — 


sjUN FIRE AND LIFE OF ~i 
Threadneedle-street, E.C. ; i Vere-stoa), Ws i 
Oxfor pein (corner of Vere-street), sal 
FIRE. Established 1710. Home and 
rances at moderate rates. 


LIFE, Established 1810. 8 low rates fory™™s 
lives. Large bonuses. RO re mena ° 


pe Rv eeetOr eet and LIFE . lew 















































































RESTS in LANDED or F 
or other a and 
or Annu 
VERSIONARY ¥ iniianst td Hy the. 


Lo ggg tage 
a —_ Interest on Loans 


Oa; 
capitalised”? : 
B & Gea yr0 NA see 
























